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NATIONAL DEFENSE FACILITIES ACT AMENDMENTS 


THURSDAY, APRIL 28, 1955 


Unirep STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, dD. c. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:40 a. m., in room 212, 
Senate Office Building. 

Present: Senators Russell (chairman), Kefauver, Stennis, Syming- 
ton, Ervin, Saltonstall, Flanders, and Case. 

Also present: Lt. Col. William Blatt, legal adviser, National Guard 
Bureau, Department of the Army; Capt. James R. Carnes, JAG, 
Navy; Maj. William H. Watt, Legislation and Liaison, Office of the 
Secretary of the Army; William H. Darden and Verne D. Mudge, 
of the committee staff. 

Chairman Russe_t. The committee will come to order. The 
committee has for consideration this morning H. R. 2107 and the 
Senate companion bill dealing with the same subject which is numbered 
»S. 795. 


(These bills are as follows:) 


[H. R. 2107, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To amend the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 to provide for addit 
for the administration and training of units of the Reserve components of the Arn 
States, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the National Defense Facilities 
Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 830) is amended by deleting “in an amount not to exceed 
$250,000,000 over a period of the next five fiscal years’ and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “in an amount not to exceed $500,000,000 over a period of the next 
eight fiscal years commencing with fiseal year 1951’’. 

Passed the House of Representatives April 27, 1955. 

Attest: 

Raupu R. Roserrs, Clerk. 


—_—_——— 


[S. 795, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 to provide for additional facilities necessary 
for the administration and training of units of the reserve components of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the National Defense Facilities 
Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 830) is amended by deleting the phrase ‘in an amount not 
to exceed $250,000,000 over a. period of the next five fiscal years’’, and by inserting 
in lieu thereof the phrase “in such amounts as may be appropriated from time 
to time’’. 


Chairman Russeiu. These bills provide additional authorization 
for the construction of armories and related facilities for the use of the 
National Guard and Reserve components. 

It will be recalled the basic law of this subject passed in the 8Ist 
Congress, the so-called National Defense Facilities Act of 1950. That 
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act provided $250 million in authorization for use over a period of 5 
years. The unused authorization under this act is alleged to be in- 
sufficient for the Reserve construction program contemplated for fiscal 
1956. 

In the form that these bills were suggested by the Department of 
Defense, they would have amended the basic act by deleting the limi- 
tation of $250 million and the time limitation of 5 fiscal years. The 
effect of such action would have been to authorize the construction of 
any facilities of any value that the Appropriations Committees saw fit 
to proy ide funds for. 

The House has amended the original bill so that it now provides 
$250 million in authorization for these purposes for the use in the next 
3 fiscal years. The committee print showing House amendments to 
this bill; the provisions of the existing law, and the Department letter 
dealing with this legislation is available. 

The principal witnesses from the Department of Defense are Hon. 
Frank G. Floete, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Properties 
and Installations, and Hon. Hugh W. Milton II, Assistant Secretary 
of the Army for Manpower and ‘Reserve Forces. 

The National Guard and the National Guard Association of course 
have a very vital interest in this measure and they have requested an 
opportunity to appear, and | ealeutond they have some amend- 
ments they wish to bring to the attention of the committee. 

Secretary Floete, you may come around and proceed. Have a seat 
at the end of the table, Mr. Secretary, or if you wish you may sit here 
in the center. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF DEFENSE (PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS) 


Mr. Fiorte. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which, 
with your permission, I would like to read. 

Chairman Russeuu. Very well. 

Mr. FLoere. “iy are appearing before your committee today in 
support of S. 795, a bill to amend the National Defense Facilities 
Act of 1950, to oul ide for additional facilities necessary for the ad- 
ministration and training of units of the Reserve components of the 
Armed Forces of the United States. 

The National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, enacted as Public Law 
783, 81st Congress, authorized the appropriation of Federal funds in 
the amount of $250 million over a period of the succeeding 5 fiscal 
years, for the acquisition, construction, and expansion of facilities for 
the 7 Reserve components. Through fiscal year 1955, appropriations 
to Department of Defense agencies under the authority of the act have 
reached a total of $235 million. Thus, but $15 million of the authori- 
zation remains unfunded against a total budgeted requirement for 
fiscal year 1956 exceeding $100 million. 

Chart No. 1, attached to the copies of this statement which have 
been distributed to the committee, indicates this situation graphically. 
The chart also indicates the amount of additional funds for Reserve 
forces facilities which have been appropriated since enactment of 
Public Law 783 but under other than Public Law 783 authorization. 
This total of $306 million received since fiscal year 1951 has provided 
for construction of 601 armories and 325 nonarmory projects for the 
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National Guard, 109 training centers and appurtenant facilities for 
the Army Reserve, 48 airfield facility projects for the Naval Reserve 
(aviation), 54 training center projects for the Naval Reserve (sur- 
face), 114 training center projects for Marine Corps Reserve (ground), 
14 airfield facility projects and 2 nonflying facilities for the Air Force 
Reserve, and 118 airfield facility projects and 20 nonflying facilities 
for the Air National Guard. 

Chart No. 1 also shows projected requirements for the fiscal years 
1956-60, based upon the best estimates now obtainable, and includes 
the needs under the National Reserve plan previously presented before 
your committee by the Department of Defense. Should the legisla- 
tion to implement that plan not be enacted, the total long-range pro- 
gram would be reduced, and the phasing of the total facilities con- 
struction would be spread over a somewhat longer period. This will 
be further explained in connection with the next chart. 

Chart No. 2 portrays the relationship of Reserve Forces facilities 
appropriations received since fiscal year 1951, plus projected needs, 
to the total requirements estimated for the present long-range pro- 
grams. The data charted here are the summations of the amounts 
shown time phased on chart No. 1, and indicate the composition of 
the Department of Defense totals by military department. It should 
be emphasized that the difference between total requirements under 
the National Reserve Plan and without the National Reserve Plan, 
as shown on this chart, is very tentative, based on preliminary order- 
of-magnitude estimates. The important point we wish to make, is 
that this legislation we are speaking about this morning is urgently 
required for the Reserve components regardless of the decisions taken 
by the Congress on the National Reserve Plan. 

Trained Reserve units and individuals which can be readily mobi- 
lized and integrated into the active military forces are fundamental 
to our national defense system. Facilities which have deteriorated, 
which provide a depressing environment, those ill adapted to Reserve 
Forces training functions, or which are otherwise inadequate, cannot 
aid in stimulating or maintaining an effective and attractive Reserve 
training program. The Secretary of Defense considers extension of 
the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, which is the purpose of 
the proposed amendment, to be clearly essential to a healthy Reserve 
Forces program. The effect of the proposed amendment would be 
to transform what has been an interim program into a continuing 
and permanent program, subject to the existing procedure for prior 
consultation with your committee on the specific major projects to be 
undertaken. 

Since submission of this proposed amendment to the Congress in 
January, the need for certain other amendments to Public Law 783 
has become apparent. The proposed amendments were not included 
in recent hearings before the House Armed Services Committee on H. 
R. 2107, the companion bill to S. 795, because necessary coordination 
within the Department of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget had 
not been accomplished. The Department of the Army will present 
these amendments to the Congress today. 

Continuing consideration is given to space criteria for National 
Guard armories to meet changing needs, particularly on those units 
under 100-man strength, and it is believed that equitable space 
allowances are being provided. 
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Assistant Secretary of the Army Hugh Milton is here and will now 
make further presentation on this bill. Upon completion of his 
testimony, representatives of my staff and the three military depart- 
ments will furnish any additional information which the chairman and 
the members of this committee may desire. 

Chairman Russe.u. Secretary, do you wish to postpone questions 
until after we have heard from Secretary Milton? 

Mr. Fioere. I think it would be well; ves, sir. 

Chairman Russeuu. All right, come around Mr. Milton. You may 


proceed 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH W. MILTON II, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF THE ARMY (MANPOWER AND RESERVE FORCES) 


Mr. Miuron. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a prepared 
speech, but if it is all right with vou, I will file it for the record and 
just go to the gist of it in order to conserve your time. 

Chairman Russeti. That will be quite all right. It doesn’t 
appear to be a lenethy Statement, but if you prefer Lo vive it all off the 
cuff, you may proceed. We will print your statement in full in the 


record 
STATEMENT BY Hon. HuGu W. Miuton II, Assistant SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 


\MIANPOWER AND RESERVE FORCEs) 


hairman, gentlemen, the Army supports the proposed amendment to 

783, 8lst Congress, as presented by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

rties and Installations. The Army considers that provision of adequate 

essential to the establishment and maintenance of a successful Reserve 

Experiences with Public Law 783, 81st Congress, have shown that 

with certain modifications which I will describe, will provide suitable 

rization for the continuation of the National Guard and Army Reserve 
ge construction programs. 

There are two ways of providing essential facilities for the Reserve components: 

(1) By making maximum use of existing facilities of the Active and Reserve 
I orces, and 

2) By leasing, buying, or building more. 

The first method is under the constant surveillance of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Properties and Installations) and the three military departments. 
Facilities of the active military forces are used wherever (1) available and con- 
sidered suitable for Reserve training, and (2) reasonably accessible to the reservists 
Joint use of Reserve Forces facilities is coordinated by the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Properties and Installations) and Department of Defense Reserve 
Forces facilities boards in each State. 

The Army’s e xperiences show that the leasing of priv ately owned structures as 
armories is unsatisfactory and should be considered a temporary expedient only. 
The Army has used leased facilities where participating strengths were low and 
vhere construction funds were not available. Most of the leased training centers 
consist of space in the rear of a store, a vacant warehouse or garage, rented floor 
space above a local business enterprise, or in a public utility or community build- 
ing. This type of space severely limits the amount and type of military equipment 
that can be used and stored and limits instruction to classroom lectures and train- 
ing films. Vitally necessary demonstrations and practical work cannot be given. 
We must have facilities where we can conduct a vigorous, practical, and realistic 
oe program. 

We believe if we are to obtain community acceptance, armories and training 
centers must have the appe arance and quality comparable to that a citizen expects 
in his publie schools. teserve Forces structures, and the programs conducted 
abel. must 

1) Obtain and keep the respect and interest of the local community, and 

2) Serve as a proud reminder to the community of the local citizen’s responsi- 
bility to be ever ready to defend his Nation. 
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The Army has received funds for construction of 155 Army Reserve training 
centers and Federal matching funds for 601 State-controlled National Guard 
armories. Over 200 have been completed and are being used The Army fer 
that this program should be continued. 

The estimated cost to complete the Army’s Reserve Forces construction progran 
is $597 million, including $226 million for the National Guard and $371 mill 


l milion 


for the Army Reserve. This construction program will provide the armories 
training centers, weekend and summer training camps, and the storage and 
maintenance facilities needed to train and administer the Army’s mobilization 
requirement for National Guard and Army Reserve units 

The Army believes that the construction of armories and trajning facilities 
should be initiated in advance of the anticipated input of personnel into the 
Reserve Forces. We should provide adequate training facilities and 


li a good 


training program for those reservists for whom participation may be mandatory 
Attractive armories and training facilities will encourage many prior service 
veterans to voluntarily enlist in reserve units. 

The Department of the Army recommends favorable consideration by this 
session of Congress of the proposed amendment to Public Law 783, 81st Congress 

Department of the Army, on the behalf of the Department of Defense, also 
recommends that 8. 795 be revised to provide for following additional amend- 
ments to Public Law 783, 81st Congress: 

(a) To permit construction or modification at Federal expense of facilities 
required by reason of conversion and redesignation of existing National Guard 
units. 

(b) To require consent of the appropriate Governor to withdraw or ‘change 
location of National Guard units. 

(c) To restrict control of facilities by the Secretary of Defense to Federally 
owned facilities. 

(d) To provide that Federal contributions toward nonarmory construction of 
State-owned facilities shall not be limited to the 75 percent limitation applicable 
to armories. 

(e) To define the terms “armory” and ‘‘nonarmory’”’ and redefine the reserve 
components in harmony with the definitions of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952. 

These five additional amendments were initiated by the Chief, National Guard 
Sureau, as a result of recommendations submitted by the States based on their 
experiences under Public Law 783, 8lst Congress. These additional amend- 
ments have not been submitted by Department of the Army to the House of 
tepresentatives. Necessary Department of Defense and Bureau of Budget 
clearances were not obtained until after House Armed Services Committee hear 
ings had been completed. Department of the Army, on behalf of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, recommends favorable consideration of all five. The Bureau 
of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission of the additional 
amendments. 

The Department of the Army has been appointed the Department of Defense 
representative for this presentation to your committee. Staff members from 
the three military departments are present today. These gentlemen have prepared 
statements reflecting both accomplishment under the current authorization of 
Public Law 783, 81st Congress and projected future requirements for additional 
authorization. Mr. Chairman, to conserve committee time, I recommend that 
these statements be inserted in the record. These gentlemen are also prepared to 
provide additional information you may need in your consideration of the proposed 
amendments. 


Mr. Miron. We in the Department of the Army want. this law 
as a basic law to give us the authority for annual appropriations for 
the building of the Reserve program. When I speak of the Reserve 
program for the Army, I am including the USAR along with the 
National Guard. 

In providing facilities for the Reserve structure of the Defense 
Establishment, we can do it by utilizing the already existing facilities, 
whether they be for the active establishment or for the Reserve, or 
we can buy or lease or build structures on our own. 


63385—55———2 
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We have found that the utilization of the already existing struc- 
tures, that the program is working very well, particularly is that true 
of our active establishments. 

First we determine the availability from the Active Army, Air 
Force, Navy, or Marine and its accessibility to the Reserve. It is 
only in the area of these structures that we get into confusion and 
into a situation where we think it is not in consonance with the dig- 
nity of the Reserve program of the United States. 

In many cases we have to lease and rent structures that are over 
chambers of commerce and public buildings, and there we do not 
have the facilities which we think are needed for the handling of the 
active training of these people in a Reserve status. 

It is for that reason that we pray for the extension of Public Law 
783, to give us the authority annually to go before the Appropria- 
tions Committee and ask for the necessary sum. 

At the present time you have provided already under Public Law 
783 and other appropriations moneys that would build 155 ASAR 
facilities and 601 State-owned National Guard units. Of that 601, 
some 201 are almost to a state of completion at tle present time. 

For the remainder of the period, and we think of the period from 
now until 1960, the Army is going to need a total of $597 million for 
construction for its two Reserve components, USAR and National 
Guard. That is divided $226 million to the National Guard and $371 
million for the Army Reserves. 

This construction program as contemplated will provide the 
armories, necessary training centers, weekend and summer training 
camps and storage and maintenance facilities necessary to meet 
requirements of both the National Guard and the Reserves. We 
strongly urge construction wherever it is justified and can be accom- 
plished. It gives a dignity to the program which we think is absolutely 
essential. 

There are five amendments, Mr. Chairman, that have been proposed 
by the National Guard Bureau and the National Guard Association 
which amendments have come out of our experience during the last 
year. 

1955 was the first time that we really had an opportunity to apply 
Public Law 783 to the National Guard. Last year they received 
71 million of dollars, $20 million in nonarmory projects, $51 million 
armory projects. As we met with the criteria of various States we 
found the viewpoints that we think should be changed in the law. 

In the main these amendments are to bring the terminology of 783 
in consonance with the National Defense Act of 1916 and your Reserve 
Forces Act, Public Law 746. I say in the main that is the essence of 
the amendment. 

There is one other amendment which we consider of the utmost 
importance, namely that one which will permit the Federal Govern- 
ment to assume 100 percent of the responsibility where the De- 
partment of the Army has changed conditions in the State in order 
to meet national defense needs and which the States really subscribe 
to in order to meet the better defense needs. That provision we 
think is very, very essential at this time. 

We in the Army endorse most heartily the spirit of the amend- 
ments that have been submitted. I regret that they were not pre- 
sented to the House committee when they considered their bill, but 
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they got to us so late and it was only yesterday that they were fins ally 
cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

I have with me, sir, men who have all the details to back up this 
presentation. There are also representatives from the Air Force and 
the Navy. If it meets with your approval, sir, I can be foollwed 
either by a representative of one of the other services or by the 
detailed Manpower Department of the Army. 

Chairman Russe.u. Have you got a lot of other formal statements 
here from each of them? 

Mr. Mitron. The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force and the 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy are here with prepared statements. 

Chairman Russe... Let’s get on with somebody that knows about 
the general program first, and then we will hear from them. Are 
you presenting this, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Mitton. Mr. Smith is here. 

Chairman Russgexu. Let’s ask a few questions about this b>fore we 
hear from them. 

What do you mean by “nonarmory facilities’? I wish you would 
define that for the committee. 

Mr. Miron. There are others here I believe who can give you a 
more complete definition, but in general they are those facilities not 
enclosed within the armory itself. They would be such things as 
sheds, rifle ranges, and that sort of facility, and shops are included, 
garages. 

In detail they are wheeled and tracked vehicle service centers, ord- 
nance maintenance shops, United States properties and fiscal officer 
warehouses, administrative building, liaison aircraft maintenance 
facilities and the rifle ranges I mentioned. 

Chairman Russe.tu. And you are proposing that the Federal Gov- 
ernment defray 100 percent of the cost of all those facilities? 

Mr. Miitron. General Walsh can speak specifically to that. May 
I defer to them? 

Chairman Russeiu. Yes, you may. I knew the National Guard 
was asking that, but I didn’t know the Department of Defense was. 

Mr. Miuron. He is asking about 100 percent defrayal of expense 
for the nonarmory facilities. 

General Watusu. As the chairman and members of the committee 
and the Secretary are aware, that has always been the case until an 
administrative determination is made otherwise, and the amendments 
to which the Secretary refers can clarify. 

Chairman Russetu. I didn’t know it had always been the case. 
In Appropriations Committees from year to year we have had these 
provisions to authorize it, but if it had been in the law I have never 
heard of it before. 

General Watsu. That is correct. 

Chairman Russeuu. It has been done by authorization in the 
appropriations bill? 

General Wausu. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. It has been in 
the appropriations language each year for the past 3 fiscal years. 

will cover that, Mr. Secretary, when I come to it in my testimony. 

Chairman Russetu. Has any statement been furnished or can it 
be furnished to this committee that will give us a breakdown of the 


expenditure of the funds under the Public 783 by States and by 
facilities? 
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ir. Minron. We can either give it to you orally 

Chairman Russe. I don’t care to have him read it all. 

Colonel Sauter. We don’t have it by States, but I do have it for 
facilities 

Chairman Russetu. I want it by States. 

Senator Case. In submitting that statement I hope it will be some- 
thing that will reflect in these as against the units, not merely a 
dollar amount for the States, because the need isn’t necessarily re- 
flected in the amount of dollars allocated to States, but I think it 
should be a table which should show a reflection of the facilities pro- 
vided in relation to the number of National Guard units or the need 
for units rather than simple dollar amount. 

Senator Srenntis. Mr. Chairman, shouldn’t that be in relation to 
the potential unit, too, because under the present program a great 
many of the small towns are just not able to have units. They have 
the men, they have the desire, but the program just hasn’t reached 
them It hasn’t gotten to them. 

| think some of your finest material is going to waste. 

Senator Case. I think that would be helpful. 

Senator STENNIS. Let’s not have it just based on the present picture 
alone but the projected picture. 

Mr. Miitron. Senate Stennis, I have that for until 1960. Would 
that area be sufficient? 

Senator STENNIS. Yes. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman. 

Would your submission also include facilities that you have now and 
a little explanation about what it is proposed to do about them, 
enlargement or additions to them, both a description of the proposal 
and the amount of money it would take? Is that possible? 

Mr. Mriton. The program to 1960 does include that expansion, 
sir. I will check it to see that your wishes are included. 

Senator Case. Will that report, Mr. Chairman, also cover the instal- 
lations for facilities that have been provided on a joint basis with other 
Reserve components, not merely the National Guard? 

Chairman Russeuu. I intended for it to cover all of the construction 
under the existing law. The $250 million was authorized here some- 
time since. 


Senator Case. That automatically will show that the balance is in 
that $250 million. 

Chairman Russet. | believe some witness here stated it was about 
15 million. 

Mr. Mitron. We have that detail, Senator, already broken down. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman, could I ask how long a period 
of time is this $597 million contemplated for? 

Mr. Mixiron. Until 1960. 

Chairman Russeiy. Who else do you have now, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Mirtron. The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force and of the 
Navy. This is Secretary Smith. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID S. SMITH, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE FOR MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL 


Mr. Smita. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief prepared statement. | 
will be glad to read it if the committee would like to hear it. I can 
submit it for the record and answer any questions that you may have. 

Chairman Russe_t. You may do as you choose, Mr. Secretary. 
If vou wish to read it, we will be glad to listen to it. If you don’t we 
will put it in the record. 

\ir. Smita. I leave it up to you, sir. 

Chairman Russeiu. Go ahead and read it then. 

Mr. Smiru. The Department of the Air Force endorses the extension 
of the provisions of Public Law 783 and is assisting the Department of 
the Army who is executive agent on this project. 

Development of Air Reserve Forces program 

[ think it will help in understanding the Air Reserve Forces base 
and Reserve center construction requirements, if I first outline briefly 
the part played by the Reserve Forces in the overall Air Force program 
and the background of the Reserve Forces program development. In 
time of war, our active combat Air Forces will be augmented by units 
of the Air Reserve and Air National Guard. As an example, at the 
start of the Korean action, we had 52 flying wings of the Air Reserve 
Forces occupying and utilizing facilities at 92 installations; 47 of these 
wings were mobilized, 32 of which were retained on active duty as 
ul its: S of these Wings were transfe r ed overseas for se TV and the 
personnel of the remaining 15 wings were used to build our regular 
units to war strength. 

These Reserve Force units and personnel, as has always been cus- 
tomary in the history of this country in time of emergency, served 
with honor and distinction. The value of having trained reservists 
available for duty during the Korean action proved once again the 
vital part our reservists play in contributing to the success of our 
Armed Forces in combat. The 2 leading aces of the Korean action 
were Reserve officers and of 31 jet aces, 8 are reservists and 4 are 
Air National Guard men. 

The mobilization of a majority of our Reserve Forces during the 
Korean emergency made it necessary to ove ry our Reserve program 
during 1953 and, from a practical viewpoint, we had to start all over 
again. Since then, both the Air Force Edenh and the Air National 
Guard have grown steadily. Within recent months there have been 
significant and heartening developments in our Reserve Forces pro- 
gram. By December 1954, the Air Force Reserve had an assigned 
strength of more than 257,000 men. Of these, 169,000 were officers. 
The Air National Guard had a strength of 55,000, of which over 6,000 
were officers. 

Projected force requirements 

We realize that to achieve active participation, our Reserve Forces 
must have modern equipment and up-to-date facilities in addition to 
a defined mission. We are making progress toward these goals. We 
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have established a clear-cut mobilization requirement of 51 combat 
wings and other support units; 27 of these wings are established in 
the Air National Guard, which will be composed of 23 fighter inter- 
ceptor wings, 2 tactical bomber wings, and 2 tactical reconnaissance 
wings. The Air Reserve will have 24 wings, which will be composed of 
9 fighter bomber wings, 2 tactical bomber wings, and 13 troop carrier 
wings. We want to man these units at war strength as soon as possible. 

Both guard and Reserve combat wings have specific D-day missions. 
All of the fighter wings will furnish backup for the Air Defense Com- 
mand. The tactical bomber wings, tactical reconnaissance wings, and 
troop carrier wings will go immediately under control of the Tactical 
Air Command. 

In addition, we must have facilities to accomplish the training of 
other rated and nonrated personnel having specialties which will be 
required in the event of another mobilization. The rapid pace at 
which we must provide these trained specialists requires that con- 
tinuous and up-to-date training must be accomplished if these officers 
and airmen are to be proficient enough in these specialties so as to 
permit their almost immediate utilization to meet known mobilization 
requirements. 

Eq Liepme nt 

Achieving these goals will pose many problems of equipment and 
base facilities. We have had to equip our active fighter wings with 
jets before we could turn over large numbers of jets to the Reserves. 
All of the fighter wings of the Active Forces are now equipped with 
jets. The Air Force Reserve forces have more than 1,395 jet fighters 
in its fighter units, and the airlift wings are being given larger transport 
aircraft as fast as they become available. This transition to jet-type 
operations and larger aircraft has generated additional base construc- 
tion requirements including runway extensions, parking aprons, and 
aircraft maintenance and training facilities. 

In order to carry out an effective specialist-training program we 
must construct ‘fi cilities in some of the large population areas of the 
country where surveys have indicated there is a Reserve potential 
having personnel capable of performing capably in these urgently 
required specialties. 

Status of base and Air Reserve center facilities 

The base and center facilities needed to support these Reserve 
Forces, however, are lagging behind the other phases of the Reserve 
Forces program. Several factors have contributed to the delay in 
providing adequate Reserve flying facilities. 

First, use of many of the original Reserve Forces sites by the regular 
Air Force was directed to speed the organization buildup of the regular 
forces after 1950. Although these Reserve Forces facilities were to 
be returned when needed or substitute facilities were to be constructed, 
the accelerated buildup of the regular establishment continued to take 
priority within the construction program approved and construction 
for the Reserve Forces was deferred. 

Another factor has been the difficulties in acquiring joint usage of 
municipal airfields for reserve flying training. These difficulties are 
centered principally around local attitudes of objection to military 
air operations being conducted conjunctively with civil air operations, 
and to noise and nuisance factors. Its effects are felt not only by the 
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Air Force Reserve, but are equally applicable to flying activities of 
the active Air Force. 

A third factor has been the necessity to position the squadrons of 
the fighter interceptor wings and fighter bomber wings in locations 
where they will have maximum air defense capability in their initial 
mobilization missions. This dispersion will require facilities at 22 
airfields not formerly programed in the Reserve Forces program. 

Additional base requirements have also been generated by the 
necessity to position squadrons of the airlift w ing rs and tactical capa- 


bility. This will require facilities at 16 airfields not formerly pro- 
eramed in the Reserve Forces program. 
YD 


Reserve center facilities to conduct specialized training are a 
relatively new requirement brought about by the great technological 
advances made during the past few vears in the fields of atomic 
warfare, communications, radar, aviation engineering, and _ jet 
propulsion. 194 Reserve force training centers are required at 
designated locations throughout the United States if we are 
LO produce the required number of fully trained specialists established 
as a minimum mobilization requirement. 

This program is just getting under way and will necessitate the 
construction of facilities at some 189 locations during the years 1956 
through 1960. 

These problems are being resolved, and we are now ready to proceed 
with an orderly buildup of the base facilities for the Reserve Forces. 
Construction requirements 

The construction requirements of the Reserve Forces include, in 
addition to the acquisition of new sites, the buildup of existing sites 
having inadequate facilities and the replacement of outmoded and/or 
deteriorated facilities. This subject will be covered by the next Air 
Foree witness. 

Joint ut ilization of | facilitie s with other services 

The Air Force supports wholeheartedly the concept of maximum 
joint utilization of facilities with other services wherever possible in 
the interest of effecting economy of operations. On completion of 
this construction program we will utilize 24 flying * cilities in rg ee . 
tion with the Air Force, 5 in conjunction with the Navy, and 21 in 
conjunction with the Air Force, Navy, and Air National Gu: ard com- 
bined. 

In addition, the planned construction of the 194 Air Reserve train- 
ing centers strictly adheres to the provisions of Public Law 783 wherein 
close coordination and planning are being effected with the Depart- 
ment of the Army, Department of the Navy, and Marine Corps. It 
is presently envisioned that ‘upon completion of construction of the 
194 centers, 54 will be in conjunction with the Army, 8 in conjunction 
with the Navy, and 52 in conjunction with the Army and Navy 
combined. 

Summary 


Authorizations remaining under Public Law 783 are insufficient to 
meet the requirements of the fiscal year 1956 and subsequent Reserve 
Forces construction programs. 

Additional authorizations in the amount of $255,400,000 are para- 
mount to the achievement of the Air Reserve Forces construction 
planned and required. This programed base construction i sential 





12 NATIONAL DEFENSE FACILITIES ACT AMENDMENTS 


» provision the ready force of trained Air Reserve Forces officers, 
airmen, and units with an immediate mobilization capability neces- 
sary to augment and strengthen the combat forces of the Regular Air 
Force at the outbreak of hostilities 

Senator FLANpERS. Mr. Chairman, when it is stated that $255,- 
400,000 additional authorized is required, does that mean additional 
to the requests already made in the budget? 

Mr. Smitx. No, sir; that is the extension. 

Senator FLANDERS. That is in the budget for 1956? 

Mr. Smitu. Yes. 

Chairman Russevu. Any further questions? 

Senator Srennis. Just a moment, Mr. Chairman. These airlift 
wings that you refer to here in your statement, what are they for, 
carrying troops or carrying supplies, or just what? 

Mr. Smirx. Both, sir; they are for both. Sometimes they are 
used for carrying jet engines as needed, fuel, troops. 

Senator STeENNis. You don’t say how many of these are planned, | 
don’t believe, these airlift wings. 

Mr. Smirx. There are 13 planned in the Reserve Forces, sir. 

Senator STeENNts. Will that be a full unit now of what we call an 
airlift wing? Will that be a normal strength? 

Mr. Smirx. That is our plan; yes, sir. Each of them will be. 
Each of them will be a Reserve wing fully equipped. 

Senator Stennis. And when they comple te it, they will be subject 
to the call, of course. And how long will it take them to get ready to 
go into action? 

Mr. Smiru. We hope as soon as possible. That is a difficult ques- 
tion to answer. 

Senator Stennis. I mean after you get your program completed, 
would they be ready for action at any time they were called? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir; that is our plan. 

Senator Stennis. There wouldn’t be any additional training period 
required there? 

Mr. Smiru. That is correct. When our program is completely 
underway, which we hope will be 

Senator Stennis. I am more and more impressed with these air- 
borne divisions, and I understand that one of the weak spots now in 
our setup is not enough carrying wings or airlift wings. You are 
planning to expand this Reserve program. Do you have any definite 
plans to expand the Regulars? 

Mr. Smiru. We think it is a very logical extension of the Reserve 
activities, and it is planned that that will provide the airlift, that is 
an integral part of our plan for airlift. 

Senator Srennis. I understood you were going to take a relook at 
this proposition and you are not planning any new airlift wings in 
the Regulars. 

Mr. Smiru. I can’t give you the exact now. It is under study, 
Senator. 

Senator Stennis. Well, it was in January. I don’t want to press 
you, but I thought you might be authorized to announce it. Is there 
any progress to report on this? 

\[r. Smrru. I would be glad to supply it to you later, sir. I would 
rather not give it on the record. 

Senator Stennis. Well, give it to the committee. 
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Mr. Smiru. All right, sir. 

Senator Stennis. That is all. 

Chairman Russeuu. Any further questions? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr, Chairman, may I ask is the Air Force 
making use as far as possible of all units of barracks and airfields and 
so on that have been given up as a result of World War II? 

Mr. Smiru. Many of those were temporary barracks, Senator, as 
you know, that are really in pretty bad condition, and we certainly 
are anxious to provide the best possible housing conditions for the 
troops. 

I am not quite sure I understand. There are many bases that were 
deactivated after the war and at which temporary wooden barracks 
had been provided, many of which are in very poor condition. | 
don’t think they are adaptable. I think certainly all are being used 
by our Reserve program that are adaptable. 

Often they were in isolated areas where it was not readily adaptable 
to use by men now living in urban cities with their civilian occupa- 
tions. You just can’t get them to come out to a remote area for 
short training periods. We feel that all are being used now that are 
adapatable; ves, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And that includes units that were formerly 
of the Army or the Navy or any other service? 

Mr. Smrru. As far as I know, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL, | have in mind, for instance, up in Greater 
Boston. The Navy Reserve there was using a zeppelin or lighter- 
than-air base. They didn’t use it with a great deal of zest but it 
was being used. Has the Air Force looked into the possibilities of 
using all the areas of that character? 

Mr. Smiru. I can’t answer that question with regard to that one 
base, sir, or with others. I think that has been studied, deactivated 
bases that were available, and I am informed ail are being used that 
are suitable for use. I will be glad to look into that one for you, 
senator. 

Senator FLanpreRs. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Flanders. 

Senator FLANDERS. I would like to bring up another case, that is 
Camp Pickett, a little ways out of the city of Richmond. Whether 
there are Reserve or National Guard units and air units of any of the 
services I do not know, but while the buildings are temporary, I raise 
the question as to whether the terrain isn’t adequate for the airfield 
so that there will be no necessity for acquiring further real estate, 
and would make inquiry as to whether that is so far from Richmond 
as to be considered remote. 

| would want to follow up that general suggestion that you do 
carefully look into present properties owned and not acquire new ones 
where present properties are available. I just raise that question as 
to Camp Pickett, which of course was an Army camp but had an 
airfield of sorts. 

Mr. Smiru. I will be glad to look into it, Senator. I am glad you 
pointed it out. I will look into it and I will report to you on that. 

Senator FLanpErRs. Thank you. Report to the committee and 
send me a copy if you want to, 

Mr. Sairu. Fine, I will, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman Russeiu. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. One question, Mr. Smith, with respect to your 
delineation of additional units and so forth of facilities. 

You are referring to those in this statement that will not be regarded 
as an interpretation as modifying in any degree the plan that has 
been followed under the Defense Facilities Act of 1950 in consulting 
with the committees of the House and Senate on Armed Services with 
relation to the actual allocation of funds. 

Mr. Smirx. No, sir. 

Chairman Russexu. Senator Kefauver. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Smith 
a question along the lines of the questions by Senator Saltonstall and 
Senator Flanders. Over in west Tennessee at Dyersburg and also at 
Fowlkes, 12 miles south of Dyersburg, there are 2 very large and still 
cood airfields which did have some suitable housing, which hasn’t 
been kept up and is probably not in very good shape. These prop- 
erties, at least the one at Fowlkes, has been turned over to the General 
Services Administration for disposal, and I think the field at Dyers- 
burg has been turned over to the city, but they would both be available 
for some kind of unit, and I just wanted to make certain that there 
is some working arrangement between the General Services Admin- 
istration as to these so-called surplus airfields and the Air Force now 
as to using those properties if they could fit into the program. 

Mr. Smirx. Senator, I can assure you we are in close touch with 
General Services right now, right along, and I am very glad that 
each of these bases have been brought to my attention. I will look 
into it and I will be glad to give you a report on that. I am not 
familiar with those particular bases that you speak of either. 

Senator Kerauver. If you would send a report to the committee 
and send me a copy, I would like very much to know just what is 
planned, if anything, in connection with these two magnificent bases. 

Mr. Smiru. I will be delighted to, sir. 

I might say in comment on each of these three areas that have been 
raised, there are no new airfields in our Reserve construction program. 
However, | am very happy to hear about these three and I will look 
into them. 

Senator FLanpEers. Mr. Chairman, only semifacetiously I would 
raise the question as to other fields of proper area and possibilities 
couldn’t be made available by means of helicopter taxes. That would 
transport men quickly and perhaps faster than their cars would take 
them. 

Mr. Smrrx. Well, I think that idea might have merit. The trouble 
is you have a fairly large number and it is a pretty limited number 
that could be provided with helicopters. It might be good for some 
of the key men. I think they would be delighted to have that kind 
of transportation provided. 

Chairman Russexu. If there is nothing further, thank you, Mr. 
Smith. 

Mr. Milton, who is your next witness? 

Mr. Mitron. Commander Greer is here, Mr. Chairman. Secretary 
Pratt has been taken out of the city today. 
Chairman Russe.u. All right, Commander Greer. 
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STATEMENT OF COMDR. E. M. GREER, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR NAVAL RESERVE 


Commander Greer. Mr. Chairman, the proposed amendment: to 
the National Defense Facilities Act for 1950, which is before you for 
consideration, is recommended legislation to provide continued au- 
thorization for our Reserve forces facilities program. 

This bill will repeal both the time and the monetary limitations bill 
imposed by the present law and thereby establish this as a permanent 
acquisition program. I wish to support and emphasize the remark 
made by Secretary Floete in his opening statement 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russe.iu. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I don’t read the language of the House bill as making 
this permanent legislation, but making it an open-end thing for a 
period of a 

Chairman RvussE.u. It seems this testimony is largely directed to 
the Senate bill introduced in the form set up by the Department which 
makes it an unlimited amount. Congress could appropriate $50 
billion if they wanted to under what the Department is asking. 

The House put a limitation on it. 

Senator Casrz. That is a double of the 250 and made it $500 million 
and 8 years instead of 5. 

Chairman Russe.u. That’s right. The bill as sent up by the 
Department, Senator Case, if you will look over on page 3 of your 
print 

Senator Cass. I see. 

Chairman RusseE.u. It is on page 1, the matter that is stricken out 
on page 1 is what the Department asked, inserting in lieu thereof 
‘‘in such amounts as may be appropriated from time to time.’ 

The House voted it might be wise to put a limitation on it and they 
did. They authorized $250 million over a 3-year period but 

Senator Case. Has the House passed that bill? 

Chairman Russe.u. | understand they did. 

Senator Case. Then actually are we considering H. R. 2107? 

Chairman Russreuu. We are considering both of them. If we get 
down to the markup we will undoubtedly use the House bill as a base. 

Commander Greer. With the inauguration of the organized Naval 
Reserve in 1946 facilities had to be provided quickly in order that our 
rapidly growing Reserve unit could be trained. Consequently, many 
of our structures were procured by erection of temporary war surplus 
quonset-type buildings. Many training centers were established— 

Senator FLanpers. Mr. C hairman, if I may interrupt, we have not 
been given what is being read. 

Commander Greer. I am sorry, sir, I gave it to the committee 
staff. This statement, sir, that I am reading is a brief statement that 
I am presenting on behalf of Admiral McManes. 

Senator Symineton. But what you are saying and what we have 
been given don’t jibe. 

Commander Greer. No, sir. What you have is a detailed presen- 
tation which I will ask permission to either read into the record or 
introduce into the record. 

Senator SymincTron. So you are going to read something shorter 
than this? 
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(‘commander GREER. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russeuu. You are briefing this statement? 

(‘ommander Greer. No, sir. 

Chairman Russge.iu. Does the Navy have no civilian official who 


could spare the time to come up this morning and present this matter 


to the committee? 

Commander Greer. Sir, Secretary Pratt was unavoidably called 
out of town and Admiral McManes is also out of town. 

Chairman Russety. Where is Secretary Thomas and the other 
assistant secretaries we have been creating around here from time 
to time? 

Commander GREER 


] 
In accoraal 


[ am afraid I cannot answer that question, sir. 
ice with our instructions, no civilian official was scheduled 
to appear. 

Captain Carnes. Mr. Chairman, I feel sure if the committee would 
like to hear, as you have indicated, the Secretaries will be glad to 
appear at any time. 

Chairman Russett. We are meeting here this morning and | 
assume they have knowledge of it and there is no one here repre- 
senting the civilian branch of the Navy that I have been able to 
locate. 

Major Warr. Sir, lam Major Watt. I was advised the committee 
wanted to hold this to only two witnesses and as such we arranged for 
Mr. Floete to come. I am from the Army legislation and have re- 
sponsibility for making arrangements for the witnesses initially, and 
I was so advised and the Navy Department was so advised. 

Chairman Russeiui. That may be a reason for it then. I was not 
aware of that fact. 

The following letter from Hon. Albert Pratt, Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Personnel and Reserve Forces, was subsequently 
received by the chairman:) 


Tue ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE Navy, 
PERSONNEL AND RESERVE FORCEs, 


April 29, 1955. 
RicHaRp B. RussEx., 


Chairman. Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHarrMAn: I have learned of the unfortunate misunderstanding 
occurred yesterday during the hearing before the Armed Services Com- 
nittee on legislation to extend the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950. 

I am greatly interested in the proposed legislation, but it was my understanding 

» plan worked out with your committee’s staff provided for witnesses at the 
secretarial level only from the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the action 
agency, which is the Department of the Army. Accordingly, I did not wish to 
appear as an uninvited witness. 

Please be assured not only of my interest in this legislation but of my desire to 
‘ooperate with your committee in every possible way. I shall be happy to appear 
at any time on this or any other legislation where my views may be worth your 
consideration. In order that there may be no inference to the contrary in the 


record of the hearing, I would greatly appreciate your directing that this letter 
be incorporated therein. 


With warmest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 
ALBERT PRATT. 
Major Warr. I understood there were 2 bills and they wanted 
to hold this to 2 witnesses if possible. 
Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, may I make an observation 
there? I thought the purpose of the admmistration was to cut the 
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regular department heavily and build up the Reserve. It begins to 
look as if they are interested in the Reserve 

Chairman Rvusseuu. In view of the understanding, Major Watt, 
that you said you had here, Mr. Witness, I suppose you might just 
offer your statement for the record and we will proceed with the 
questioning. We have already had two formal statements but we 
will just have your statement printed in the record in full. 

(The prepared statement of Rear Admiral McManes, Assistant Chief 
of Naval Operations, submitted by Commander Greer, is as follows: 


STATEMENT OF REAR Apm. K. M. McManss, UNrrep States Navy, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (NAVAL RESERVI 


The proposed amendment to the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, which 


is before you for consideration today, is recommended legislation to provide con- 
tinued authorization for our Reserve forces facilities programs. This bill will 
repeal both the time and monetary limitations imposed by the present law, and 


thereby establish this as a permanent acquisition program, 


I wish to support and emphasize the remarks made by Secretary Floete in his 
opening statement. With the inauguration of our Organized Reserve in 1946 
facilities had to be provided quickly in order that our rapidly growing Reserve 
inits could be trained. Conse quently, many of our structures were procured by 
the erection of temporary war surplus quonset-type buildings Many training 
centers were established in buildings leased or purchased from local governments 
and private owners. Air stations were provided by taking over and rehabilitating 


wartime airfields, and by leasing facilities at municipal airports 
Today a large number of our present facilities are in urgent need of replacement 


Airfields have become obsolete with the advent of jet aircraft As our drilling 
Reserve continues to grow, additional facilities will be required 

Public Law 783, 8lst Congress, has proved invaluable in the implementatio 
of our much needed replacement, improvement and expansion program. Under 
the provisions of this law we have been able to initiate an orderly and timely 


program for the accomplishment of our long-range construction requirements. 
Although we have accomplished much, much yet r¢ 

\ major portion of the funds appropriated under Public Law 783 have been 
for the construction or expansion of facilities which will be jointly used by two 
or more Reserve components. This law has provided all services a firm base 
upon which to establish long-range facilities programs, and has thereby enabled 
us to exploit the joint use potential to a greater extent in future planning. The 
Navy accepts and endorses the intent of Public Law 783 to insure that the joint 
use of Reserve training facilities is made to the maximum practicable extent. 
There are, of course, features and requirements of training in each service so 
dissimilar that, in some cases, the provision of joint facilities would be both 
impracticable and uneconomical. However, the requirements of all services are 
reviewed mutually and continuously to discover any projects for which there may 
be a common need or interest. 

It should be emphasized that the facilities program of the Naval and Marine 
Corps Reserve is entirely consistent with the planned growth of our drilling 
Reserve. I feel that extension of the present law is essential to the maintenance 
of an efficient, economical, and attractive Reserve training program which will 
provide a Reserve of sufficient size and quality to effectively meet our mobilization 
requirements. 


Chairman Russe.u. All right, Mr. Milton. 

Mr. Mirron. I would like to now have the detailed witnesses for 
each of the three services up who are prepared to answer any questions 
which might be propounded to them. 

Chairman Russeiui. Who has charge of this? What branch of the 
service is supposed to have charge of this? Is it Army, Navy, or 
Air Force? They have a system of designating some one branch of 
the service. 

Mr. Mitron. The Army has it. Colonel Shuler is next. 

Chairman Russetit. Don’t you have a witness from the Army 
who could answer these questions? 
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Mr. Mixitron. Yes, sir, Colonel Shuler. 

Chairman Russet. Put him up please. Colonel, what is the 
view of the Department of Defense on the action of the House in 
restricting this to a 3-year program limited to $250 million? Do you 
see any objection to that course? 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILLIAM R. SHULER, CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION 
DIVISION, OFFICE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 


Colonel SuuLer. I am representing the Department of the Army, 
Mr. Chairman, and I would like to ask the Department of Defense 
to express themselves. I believe I can express the Department of 
the Army’ S position on your question but since your question, sir, is 
directed to the Department of Defense, I would ask permission for 
them to answer. 

Chairman Russet. All right. We will hear from the Department 
f Defense. Who can answer that question? 

Mr. Firorrer. I will be glad to answer it, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russeuu. All right, Secretary Floete. 

Mr. FLorre. The Department of Defense feels that we will prob- 
ably exceed the requirement of $250 million prior to the expiration 
of the 3-vear period. We believe that the method is all right and we 
have an informal agreement with the House committee to come back 
whenever it is necessary, and whenever we run out of $250 million. 

We believe that we should push this program now actively and 
get it underway and, therefore, we think that the limitation of $250 
million over a 3-year period may be a little tight but with the under- 
standing we have, why we support the bill as it passed the House. 

Chairman RusseE.u. Just one question here, since this witness is 
just representing the Army I understand that this program with 
respect to the National Guard construction is running into some 
difficulty in the State of Texas in view of the fact that ‘they have a 
State law there which affects construction where State funds are 
involved that conflicts with the Davis-Bacon Act. Is there any 
effort being made to clear that up, or what is the situation there? 

Mr. Frorrer. I don’t know that particular problem. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Will the chairman yield? 

Chairman RusseEuu. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That, Mr. Floete, as you know, is not 
confined, as 1 understand it, to Texas. It is pretty well around the 
country. 

If the chairman and I are thinking along the same lines, the difficulty 
is, as you know, from a conference “that we had in Secre tary Wilson’s 
office, the State requirements of so many square feet for the building 
of these National Guard armories and the National Government, the 
Department of Defense has made that square feet for certain units 
less than what the State requirements are, and it is my understanding 
that supplementing what the chairman has said, that that has not 
yet been ironed out satisfactorily. Am I correct? 

Chairman Russe.u. I am afraid you are talking about a different 
thing, Senator. I am referring to the cost of construction and the 
method of awarding bids in the compensation of those who do the 
construction work, 
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Senator SALTONSTALL. It is along the same lines. It is a conflict 
between the State bill and the National Government. 

Chairman Russe.u. That’s right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Where the National Government is paying 
75 percent, as | understand it, of the cost. 

Chairman Russeiu. That is correct. 

Colonel Sauter. I suggest that Colonel Blatt address himself to 
the question at hand, sir. 

Chairman Russgewu. If you have the answer we will be glad to 
receive it from you, Colonel Blatt. 

Colonel Biarr. Mr. Chairman, Public Law 783 makes no provi- 
sion as to whether the Davis-Bacon Act shall apply, or whether the 
facility is to be constructed according to State labor law. It is silent. 
The Secretary of Labor has determined that in view of the nature of 
the contract, the nature of the Federal control, potential control over 
armories constructed on State lands jointly, that the Davis-Bacon 
Act is applicable, that therefore you must comply in these contracts 
with the Federal labor law requirements, and that affects all the 48 
States and the Territories. 

Chairman Russeuu. In other words, that would exclude a State 
that had a conflicting law from participating in this program. 

Colonel Buiarr. It has been an obstacle which is now in process of 
being adjusted and worked out to see what can be done. 

Chairman Russe.u. How is it being adjusted if the Labor Depart- 
ment has told you you have got to apply the Davis-Bacon law to 
National Guard construction, and you are following the Labor De- 
partment, and the States have conflicting laws. How are you goiag 
to reconcile that? 

It seems to me somebody would have to give somewhere. The 
State would have to repeal its law, or you would have to change 
some of your construction of existing law. 

Colonel Buarr. We are compelled under the present administrative 
determination to comply with the Davis-Bacon Act and see to it that 
those required Federal labor law clauses are inserted in the contracts 
between the Department of the Army and the States, and also in the 
contracts between the State and the private contractor doing the 
actual construction, 

Chairman Russretut. That would have the practical effect of ex- 
cluding from participating in this program any State that had a law, 
a State law on construction that was not in conformity with the 
Davis-Bacon Act. Would it not? 

Colonel Buarr. It could bave that effect. 

Chairman RussE.u. Despite the fact that the National Guard has 
heretofore been considered more or less a State organization, now the 
Federal Government is practically taking it over as relates to the 
armory program anyhow. 

Colonel Buatr. To the extent of the Federal contribution of 70 
percent of the cost of armory construction, the Davis-Bacon Act shall 
apply. 

Chairman Russe... Under existing law the Secretary of Defense 
has a right to control the nature of these buildings and he even controls 
the operations of them, does he not? 

Colonel SHuter. No, sir, not the operations. 

Chairman Russetit. Who has control of it, then? 
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Colonel Buarr. The State controls the State-owned armories, sir. 
There are certain instances in the event of war, national emergency, 
for example, in that event they might be used by other components, 
and to the extent that there might be joint utilization, to that extent 
it might be said that the Secretary of Defense—— 

Chairman Russetut. Why is the National Guard proposing an 
amendment to the bill that would effect that if that is the case 
General Walsh, does not the National Guard have some amendment 
that relates to the control of these armories in some way or other? 

General Wausu. Yes, sir. The amendments have been duly sub- 
mitted to the professional staff, sir, but this matter of the Davis- 
Bacon Act is of very recent origin and it is not covered in the amend- 
ment, 

Chairman Russe.u. | wasn’t referring to the Davis-Bacon Act in 
that question. I was referring to the fact that under existing law ] 
had heard that the Secretary of Defense had some control over these 
facilities that the National Guard wanted to have that changed and 
put back into the States. 

General Wats. It had nothing to do with control, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russei_ut. What is the amendment as proposed by the 
ruard? 

General WausH. The amendments that we will propose are sub- 
stantially as outlined by Secretary Milton. We are in complete 
accord with them. They are merely clarifying. 

They do not in any way change any basic provisions nor does it 
change the intent. Perhaps if I present what I have to say it will save 
the time of the committee. 

There have been some difficulties in the matter of criteria, and I am 
very happy to report to the committee that those have all been re- 
solved. We are very grateful to Secretary Milton for the measures 
which he initiated, and we appreciate the consideration which the 
Department of Defense has given. We are very happy about the 
outcome. 

Chairman Russetu. Does that have to do with the question raised 
by Senator Saltonstall? 

General WatsuH. Sir? 

Chairman Russeuu. | inquired if your statement had to do with 
the question that was raised by Senator Saltonstall a few moments ago. 

General WausH. Yes, sir, it will. I thimk it will cover. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, may | ask what the term “recent 
origin” is. Some witness used that phrase that the requirements of 
the Davis-Bacon Act as to the point you raised was of recent origin. 
Is that an administrative directive? 

Colonel Buarr. Yes, sir. By letter dated December 21—I am not 
certain of that date but December 1954—we were informed by Mr. 
Stuart Rothman, who is the Solicitor for the Department of Labor, 
by letter that it was the opinion of the Department of Labor that the 
Davis-Bacon Act was applicable to National Guard armor construc- 
tion. 

Senator Stennis. That just means in effect, Mr. Chairman, you 
are writing out the name, “National Guard”’ out of this law so far as 
any cooperation or joint venture is concerned. It is left in there 
merely for purposes, I suppose, of whatever support it might give to a 
bill. If we are going to take the attitude that the Federal Govern- 
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ment just overrides the State laws, I think we ought to thrash that 
out right here before this bill is ever voted on. Is the National 
Guard objecting to this part of the program, General? 

General Watsn. Mr. Chairman, Senator Stennis, this has been, 
as I said, of such recent origin that we have had no opportunity to 
go into it until this morning. It has tremendously complicated the 
program and it is conceivable that we could be read out of it because 
of conflicting State laws. 

As has been pointed out here by the Senators, it is not confined to 
any one State. It is rather universal. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russeuu. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I would like him to explain what he means by being 
“read out of it.” 

General WALSH. Well, if there is a conflict between a Federal 
statute and a State statute and the Secretary of Labor has ruled that 
the Davis-Bacon Act must apply, then it would appear that we have 
reached an impasse, Senator Case. 

Senator Russe.iu. Couldn’t spend any money in that State. That 
is what you mean by being “read out”. You mean that State couldn’t 
get any of these funds. 

General Watsu. Exactly. 

Senator Stennis. If that is the will of the Congress, we ought to 
write it in the face of the bill and not go on and vote for a bill here 
expecting State law to be considered when it is being read out by an 
administrative act. 

That would be my position on it insofar as the bill is concerned. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if we are going to get the coopera- 
tion of the National Guard and develop the Reserve component 
through the National Guard, it would be unfortunate in the name of 
national defense to start ignoring the State law or the attitude of the 
governors of the States. 

I think that the National Guard has been aided, it has been the 
pride of the States and if we start doing something here that destroys 
the effective cooperation of the States in developing the National 
Guard, we are going to weaken what we can contribute to the Reserve 
strength of the Defense Establishment. 

Senator Stennis. I heartily agree with the Senator myself. 

Senator Kerauver. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, this Davis- 
Bacon Act has been on the books a long time, and I think we ought 
to have some explanation as to what has happened to change the 
attitude of the application of it at this date. 

Chairman RusseE.t. Is there anyone here who can answer that 
question? Secretary Floete, can you answer it, or Mr. Milton, or 
can Colonel Stevenson? 

Colonel Stevenson. I am Colonel Stevenson of the New York 
National Guard. I had a conference in the Department of Labor 
yesterday about this problem as it affects the armory construction 
program in New York. I think we are going to iron out the program 
satisfactorily as far as we are concerned, but I don’t know how it will 
apply in other States. 

And the way we are going to do it is the Davis-Bacon rates will be 
submitted to our State industrial commissioner before the time comes 
to advertise a contract. In 9 cases out of 10 they tell us there is no 
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conflict between the rates established under New York law and the 
rates established under the Davis-Bacon Act, and so the State in- 
dustrial commissioner, who is required under our State law to fix the 
rates, will fix the rates which are the Davis-Bacon rates, and in 9 
cases out of 10 we don’t anticipate any difficulty. 

If there is any conflict then the two agencies, the Federal agency 
and State labor agency, will try to iron out the differences. 

If it is a question of the State paying the higher rate we think that 
the Federal agency will accept the State rate as a higher rate, although 
they say they might have to go to the Comptroller General of the 
United States for an opinion on that. 

If the State rate is lower, I believe that the Federal people are 
going to insist on Davis-Bacon rates, and I don’t know how that 
problem will be solved in those States which have the low rates. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman, my question was the law has 
been on the books a long time and what happened that the application 
of it to this program has only recently been considered? 

Colonel Stevenson. Public Law 783 is silent on it. Public Law 
783, could be amended to provide that the program will be admin- 
istered in accordance with the laws of the States. I think that would 
be the end of the problem. I don’t think the Davis-Bacon Act would 
apply. 

Senator Stennis. That is the point I raise, Mr. Chairman, not just 
on the point about the labor rates but the whole relation there with 
the State governments and the State laws, and at the conclusion of 
the testimony this morning of these witnesses, I am going to suggest 
that further consideration of this bill just be postponed until this 
matter is entirely cleared up and we know exactly where we are. 

Chairman Russevu. We will proceed and complete the hearings. 

Senator Stennis. I say not now. 

Colonel Sauter. Mr. Chairman, I request the permission to brief 
the committee on the accomplishments the Army has made under the 
$104 million appropriated from fiscal year 1951 through 1955, and we 
will give you a picture of our future requirements. I have a prepared 
statement which I would like to have inserted in the record and, with 
your permission, I would like to brief that statement. The members 
of the committee each have a copy of the complete statement. 

Chairman Russeuu. Very well. 

(The prepared statement submitted by Colonel Shuler is as follows:) 


STATEMENT By CoL. WILLIAM R. SHuLER, Curer, Construction Division, 
Orrick, Deputy CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, first, I will review what the Army has accomplished 
with the $104 million appropriated for Army Reserve forces facilities during fiscal 
year 1951-55. 

The first chart (chart No. 1) attached to the back of the statement that has 
been placed before you, shows: 

(1) The funds appropriated during fiscal year 1951-55 ($104 million), and 

2) Requirement for additional authorization and appropriations in fiscal year 
1956 and future years to complete the Army’s Reserve forces construction program 
($597 million). 

The shaded areas on this chart represent funds appropriated during fiscal year 
1951-55 ($104 million, Army total; $71 million, National Guard; and $33 million, 
Army Reserve). The solid portions of the right-hand columns represent our 
required future authorization. This is the $597 million requirement referred to 
by Secretary Milton in his presentation. The $104 million already appropriated 
includes $18.6 million authorized and appropriated by Public Law 759, 81st 
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Congress, prior to enactment of Public Law 783, 81st Congress. Department of 
the Army considers that this $18.6 million is not a part of the $250 million author- 
ized by Public Law 783, 81st Congress. 

The data on the chart not not include the following funds which are not charge- 
able against Publie Law 783/81: 

(1) $500 million capital investment by the various States prior to Public Law 
83, 8ist Congress. 

2) State matching funds for $297 million National Guard total facility require- 
ment. 

3) 45 Army Reserve training centers constructed with $13.5 million appro- 
priated in fiscal year 1950. 

The first funds authorized for acquisition of Army Reserve training centers were 
the $13.5 million authorized and appropriated by Public Law 218, 81st Congress, 
in fiscal year 1950. The first Federal funds authorized for National Guard 
armory construction were the $16 million appropriated under Public Law 783 
authorization in fiseal year 1952. The Army has historically provided Federal 
funds for National Guard nonarmory facilities for outdoor training and facilities 
for storage and maintenance of United States Government material and equip- 
ment in the hands of National Guard units. 

The next chart attached to my statement (chart No. 2) shows on a cumulative 
basis, the phasing of: 


1) Obligations of $57 million as of December 31, 1954 against the $104 million 
appropriated fiscal year 1951-55, and 

2) The authorization and appropriations required through fiscal year 1960 
to complete the Reserve forces construction program. 


The next chart (chart No. 3) shows the numbers and construction status as of 


December 31, 1954, of the projects funded with the $104 million appropriated to 
aate. 7 

Of the 601 National Guard armories and 109 Army Reserve training centers, 
approximately 20 percent provide for joint utilization and/or construction by on¢ 
or more of the other Reserve components. 

Next, I would like to explain how the Department of the Army computed the 
estimated $597 million remaining authorization requirement. 

Based on war plans approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Army ACof§, 
G-3, developed a list of National Guard and Army Reserve units which the 
(Army will need in event of mobilization. The Army Reserve units were then 
allocated to the armies who were directed to select the towns and cities in their 
areas where there would be sufficient numbers of participating reservists to fill 
the units and to station the units. Based on facilities policies and space criteria 
published by Department of the Army, the Army commanders surveved their 
resultant facility requirements and submitted to the Department of the Army 
a plan for the stationing and housing the Army Reserve units. This plan indi- 
cated where existing facilities could be used and where new construction would 
be required. A summary of Army Reserve training center requirements, pre- 
pared by Department of the Army based on these Army commanders’ plans, is 
shown on the top half of chart No. 4. We estimate that the Army will have in 
being as of June 30, 1955, 1,359 Army Reserve training centers including both 
those considered adequate and inadequate, housed in leased, donated, or con- 
structed space. The total usable floor space will be approximately 11.8 million 
square feet. These 1,359 training centers have a rated capacity of 292,650 
\rmy reservists as compared with an estimated June 30, 1955, utilization of 
180,000. The Department of the Army considers that only 355 of the 1,359 
training centers are adequate for continued use under the national Reserve plan. 
When the planned Army Reserve units are all activated and manned with per- 
sonnel, we will need a total of 2,570 training centers with approximately 29.2 
million square feet of usable space. Thus the ultimate Army Reserve require- 
ment is for 2,215 training centers in addition to the adequate ones now in use. 
Of the 2,215 required new acquisitions, 1,610 must be constructed, 315 are expected 
to be leased facilities which we do not now have, and 290 are expected to be 
donated facilities. 

The bottom half of Chart No. 4 shows the National Guard armory situation. 
These requirements were computed in a different manner from that used for the 
Army Reserve. The Army cannot assign National Guard units to the States. 
The units are offered by the Army and must be accepted by the State. In ac- 
cepting, the State must consider its capability to man, house, and train the offered 
unit. 

The data on this chart have been prepared by the Chief, National Guard 
Bureau, based on information now available to the National Guard Bureau and 
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x 


without consultation with the States. The space requirements are shown 


in 
company-size units rather than in square feet, as the space allowances per unit 


iry among the States 


Information available in the National Guard Bureau shows that 2,154 State- 
ntrolled armories, provided without Federal assistance under Public Law 783, 
Sist Congress, are now being used by 5,100 National Guard units; 916 are con- 
sidered by the State as adequate for continued use. Another 601 armories have 
been constructed, or programed, with Federal contributions under Public Law 
783, 8ist Congress. The Chief, National Guard Bureau, estimates a total of 
263 additional armories must be provided to meet the overall requirements of 
2,780 armories for the 5,260 units in the National Guard troop program. 
The Department of the Army totals, at the bottom of chart No. 4, show that: 
On June 30, 1955, there will be 4,114 Army Reserve training centers and 
National Guard armories in use 
872 of these 


é i (a 


1,114 are considered adequate for continued use, and 
3) When all Army Reserve and National Guard units are activated and 
manned, the Army will require a total of 5,350 training centers and armories 


The 1 talized Army Reserve forces training program provides that National 
Guard and Army Reserve units will participate in six weekend outdoor training 
blies each year Existing Federal- and State-controlled facilities will be 
where available. The Army believes that unit traveltime from the home 


tion armory to the weekend training camp should not exceed 4 hours each way 
We estimat e will use 149 v 


eekend training camps for the Army Reserve; 97 of 





un be existing camps of which 27 will require rehabilitation. Thus, a total 
)2 new weekend training facilities are required for the Army Reserve. The 
National Guard Bureau estimates that 200 company-size weekend training 
will be required by the States in addition to existing State and Federally 
led facilities Facilities to be provided at weekend camps will include 
\dified emergeney standard latrines, mess halls, storage and maintenance sheds, 
ranges, caretaker’s quarters where required, hardstands, and minimum 
I¢ froop housing ill | nt its 
Summer training will be conducted at 76 active and inactive installations of 
Regular Army and at 17 State-controlled camps. No new installations will 
be needed for summer training. An estimated 17 camps will require some 
rehabilitation 
The last tvpes of facilities to be described are the National Guard nonarmory 
yjiects. These consist of: Wheeled and tracked vehicles service centers, 
inance maintenance shops, United States Property and Fiseal Officer warehouse 
und administrative buildings, liaison aircraft maintenance facilities, and separate 
f inges, 
The last chart (chart No. 5) is a summary of the estimated cost of providing 


» additional necessary administration and training facilities when our National 
ruard and Army Reserve units are filled with participating personnel. The 
$597 million total should be considered only as an ‘‘order of magnitude”’ estimate. 


Sai} 


ibsequent to the development of these estimates we have made some changes 
the allocation of total Army Reserve troops units among the Army commands 
lue to revised extimates as to location and number of potential participating 
reservists. Also, the National Guard estimates were prepared by Chief, National 
Guard Bureau on the anticipated amount of Federal contribution that the States 
will request However, we do believe that the $597 million total is the best 


estimate that can be prepared at this time. 

The Army desires to implement this $597 million program over a 5-year period. 

Current Reserve Forces plans: 

1) Provide for activation of all units by July 1, 1958; and, 

2) are based on all units being brought up to authorized strengths by June 
30, 1961. 

To meet this unit and personnel schedule, construction authorization and 
appropriations in the amount of $597 million will be required in increments 
between fiscal year 1957 and fiseal year 1960. If Public Law 783, 81st Congress 
is amended as recommended by Department of Defense, we will have the requisite 
authorization with the understanding that we must come back to consult with 
this committee from time to time for specific project approvals, as required by 
the consultation provisions of this law. 
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Cuart No, 1 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


RESERVE FORCES CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


MILLION MILLION 
800 800 








ARMY TOTAL NATIONAL GUARD ARMY RESERVE 


ABOVE DATA DOES NOT INCLUDE: 
\. $500} MILLION STATE CAPITAL INVESTMENT PRIOR TO PL 783/8IST. 
2. STATE MATCHING FUNDS FOR $297 MILLION NATIONAL GUARD FACILITY 


OURS yen 
3. a5 ARMY RESERVE —_—- CENTERS CONSTRUCTED WITH $13.5 MILLION 
APPROPRIATED IN FY I 
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Cuart No. 3.—Status of projects authorized, fiscal year 1951-55, Dec. 31, 1954 


Number Estimated 


ederal cost 
rojects ' : 
I n millions 


National Guard 


Armories 
Completed - - 2 142 gO 
Under contract a 287 93 
Contract scheduled for award prior to June 30, 1955_- 72 7 
Remainder programed 100 12 
Total._._- — . 601 51 
NonArmy projects: 
Completed = 63 7 
Under contract 61 { 
Contract scheduled for award prior to June 30, 1955_. : 70 4 
Remainder programed-..-_- i asada ; ‘ 131 5 
Total. acibiets wl we bn — 325 20 
Army Reserve 
[raining centers: 
Completed - % és a fears 31 12 
Under contract ot ; 12 4 
Contract scheduled for award prior to June 30, 1955. ; 32 7 
Remainder programed-..-_- 34 10 
Total iscsi eters : is didiceceteatiatetibencttiataie oe 109 33 
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Cuart No. 5.—Depariment of the Army Reserve Forces construction program, 
fiscal years 1956-60 
| | 
| ectimatead 
Nemsher of Estimated 
cost (in 
projects - 
: millions 


Army Reserve: 
Training centers -_- : 


, 610 $293 

Weekend training camps-. 79 65 
Summer training camps 17 13 
Total Army Reserve... --- - ‘ : 1, 706 371 

National Guard: 

Armories 1, 263 192 
Weekend training camps 200 10 
Nonarmory projects 268 24 
Total National Guard 1, 731 226 
Department of Army total 3, 437 597 


Includes $31.6 million requested in fiscal year 1956. 


Colonel SHuter. There are five charts attached to the back of the 
statement which I will refer to. First, I will review what the Army 
has accomplished with $104 million appropriated for Army Reserve 
Forces facilities during the period of 1951 through 1955. 

The first chart, No. 1 on the back of the statement, shows first the 
funds appropriated during fiscal years 1951 through 1955, $104 million, 
and secondly the requirement for additional authorization and appro- 
priations in fiscal year 1956 and future years to complete the Army’s 
Reserve Forces construction program. That is the same $597 million 
that Mr. Milton referred to in his statement. 

The next chart, chart No. 2, shows on a cumulative basis the 
phasing of the obligations of $57 million as of December 31, 1954, 
against the $104 million appropriated in the fiscal years 1951 through 
1955 period and also the authorization and appropriations required 
through fiscal year 1960 to complete the Reserve Forces construction 
program. 

The next chart, No. 3, shows the construction status as of December 
31, 1954, of the projects funded with $104 million appropriated to 
date. 

Of the 601 National Guard armories and 109 Army Reserve training 
centers shown on this chart, approximately 20 percent provide for 
joint utilization and/or construction by one or more of the othe 
Reserve components. 

The summary of Army Reserve training center requirements pre- 
pared by the Department of the Army based on ary commanders’ 
plans is shown on the top half of the next chart, No. 

We estimate that the Army will have in being as “ft June 30, 1955, 
1,359 Army Reserve training centers including both those considered 
adequate and inadequate, housed and leased, donated or constructed 
space. These 1,359 training centers have a rated capacity of 292,650 
Army reservists ‘as compared with an estimated June 30, 1955, utiliza- 
tion of 180,000. 

The Department of the Army considers that only 355 of the 1,359 
training centers are adequate for continued use under the National 
Reserve Plan. 

When the planned Army Reserve units are all activated and manned 
with personnel, we will need a total of 2570 training centers, thus the 
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ultimate Army Reserve requirement is for 2,215 training centers in 
addition to the adequate ones now in use. 

Of the 2,215 required new acquisitions, 1,610 must be constructed, 
315 are expected to be leased facilities which we do not now have, and 
290 are expected to be donated facilities. 

The bottom half of chart No. 4 shows the National Guard armory 
situation. Information available in the National Guard Bureau 
shows that 2,154 State-controlled armories provided without Federal 
assistance under Public Law 783, 81st Congress, are now being used 
by 5,100 National Guard units, 916 are considered by the State as 
adequate for continued use, another 601 armories have been constructed 
or programed with Federal contributions under Public Law 783, 81st 
Congress. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question here? 

Chairman Russe.u. Certainly. 

Senator SaLTonsTALL. I would like to ask General Walsh is it now 
my understanding from what you said, General Walsh, on the use of 
the word “criteria,” that this problem of the interior design of the 
armories and the amount of square footage contained in the ‘buildings 
has now been straightened out satisfactorily? ? That was done, I am 
informed, last night, is that correct? 

General Wausn. Yes, sir, Senator Saltonstall. Since I talked to 
you and other Senators the night before last, as a result of efforts 
initiated by the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, General Erickson, 
the Assistant Secretary of the Army, Mr. Milton, and in collaboration 
with the Department of Defense, the criteria has been resolved to our 
complete satisfaction. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is splendid. 

General Wausu. And it does contain that degree of flexibility which 
we believe advisable. And the gentlemen that were in consultation 
with the parties | mentioned are here. General Harrison, the adjutant 
general of Massachusetts, and General Jones, the adjutant general of 
California, are present. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that there is no cause for further delay 
in planning and construction of those National Guard armories that 
have been in contemplation? 

General Wausn. No, sir. There is the minor matter of developing 
the criteria for units with a strength of under 100 which is to be done 
between now and July 1, and we regard that as reasonable. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have the statement of 
General Walsh in a general way that it is satisfactory. I wonder if 
he could be more specific. This problem of the criteria has been 
a real problem in my State I know where they have worked out these 
armories in conjunction with school districts or with towns in con- 
nection with plans for an auditorium or something like that, and the 
local agency contributes a portion of the money. 

It has been my observation that there has been some loss of time, 
either has been or potentially would be a loss of funds by requiring 
the designing of 2 different sets of buildings, 1 without the provision 
for the local contribution and the local youth, and the other is if it 
were simply for the National Guard alone. 

[t seems to me this is a real matter and a matter which concerns 
us when we get down to the actual construction. 
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I would like to know specifically what General Walsh refers to 
when he says this has been worked out agreeably. 1 would like to 
know if it is going to be necessary hereafter to design two different 
buildings or whether or not there has been agreement that they 
could use the square-footage basis for comparing the cost and deter- 
mining the proper share for each contributing agency to provide. 

Chairman Russetu. Is there any civilian representative of the 
Department of Defense here that can deal with this question Senator 
Case has raised? We are always honored to have General Walsh 
here, but it seems to me that the Defense Department, which repre- 
sents all of the people of the United States, ought to be able to give 
this committee some idea what is involved in this agreement. 

Mr. Fiogre. I can, sir. 

Chairman RussgEuu. Very well, I wish you would then. 

Mr. Fronts. Well, the basic problem has been on the number of 
square feet to be allotted for the various type units, and I think this 
goes back several years. They were working under a criteria which 
provided 12,000 square feet for the ordinary unit. 

I think it was last summer, Senator Saltonstall, when we first had 
that discussion concerning the fact that it was an unreasonable 
limitation, so we started studying the thing then and we came up 
finally with an agreement that provided a criteria of approximately 
16,000 square feet provided the unit had a strength of at least 120 men. 
That is what primarily General Walsh is referring to. 

They felt that that was a restrictive criteria, that we shouldn’t 
require a strength of 120 men. Well, our position was that we were 
trying to get the maximum amount of dollars out of this bill that we 
could. 

The 16,000-feet criteria is based on the table of organization strength 

of 172 men for the Infantry, and therefore we thought we were making 
a reasonable provision. But on the facts presented, largely yesterday 
as a matter of fact, why we decided that we would go down to a 
strength of 100 men with the 16,000-foot armory. That is basically. 

Now as to the smaller armories under 100, I have felt, and I still 
feel that we shouldn’t build the same size armory for a strength of 55 
men as we do for 100 men or 99 men. If that is the way it is, we 
ought to have another criteria that would take care of the category 
from say 55 to 75 or 80. I don’t know just where it will hit. ‘And 
then another one for 80 to 100. And, since we have provided for the 
hundred-man unit, we are all in complete agreement. 

We have agreed by July 1, and this bill won’t become effective until 
then, to come up with new criteria covering the organizations which 
have a strength of under 100 men, and we will probably split it into 
2 categories, which seems reasonable to me. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question? 

Chairman Russeuu. Certainly. 

Senator SarronsTaLL. Mr. Floete, you and I were at this conference 
last July. What we want is expressed. We want to keep this program 
rolling. 

I would like to have you confirm, if you will, what General Walsh 
has just said, that there is now an understanding and an accord 
between the National Guard representatives and the Department of 
Defense on the building of these reserve National Guard armories, 
which are so important for our Reserves. 
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Mr. FLrorre. We are in full accord, as far as I know, on the criteria. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Then you are not in full accord on the criteria 
between 55 and 100; are you? 

Mr. Fiorete. No, but they realize that we haven’t got that criteria 
now, so we have 2 months in which to develop it, and as I understand 
it they think that is quite reasonable. 

General Watsu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALronsTaLL. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Case. 

Senator Casre. One instance came to my attention that involves 
an antiaircraft unit. The personnel requirement there isn’t so high 
as it might seem to be in relation to the space that is needed, and | 
think that is true in connection with this whole specialization that 
we are developing in the Army and in the reserve units that sometimes 
this space requirement is very different in ratio to the number of 
men than it used to be when we used to think of National Guard 
units as primarily just an infantry company or something of that sort. 

But the proper housing of materiel and equipment may be larger 
in proportion to the number of men than it used to be, and you ‘do 
have, in the wide open spaces you have antiaircraft requirements 
where you are going to have to get the guard units in relatively small 
towns where they may not be able to consiste ntly maintain an enroll- 
ment of 100 or 120 men, but they may be able to maintain an 
enrollment sufficient to man an antiaircraft piece of equipment. 

Mr. Fiorre. Is it your point that we should have larger criteria 
for the smaller units. 

Senator Casr. That it should be flexible enough to meet the space 
requirements of the type of unit regardless of the number of men. 

Mr. FLtorre. That is what we have attempted to do in this thing 
all of the way through. The infantry, of course, is a completely 
different outfit than it used to be. 

We are largely mechanized, so it does need more room. The point 
you bring up is good, but I had assumed that that would be covered 
in what we are doing in this part of the program now. 

Senator Cass. The other matter I mentioned, Mr. Chairman, is 
one | think is purely an administrative matter and I would be willing 
to discuss that with the Secretary at some other time, and that is 
the unnecessary drafting of two sets of designs in order to compute the 
relative share of the cost. It doesn’t seem to me it is necessary to 
develop 2 sets of specifications and have a contractor bid on 2 different 
buildings. 

You can certainly determine an adequate and fair sharing of the 
costs without getting bids on two completely different sets of buildings. 

Mr. Fiorrs. Senator Saltonstall, I think this program—I know 
there have been difficulties, but nevertheless the program as a whole— 
has been going along very well. 

For instance, during the last 18 months in the National Guard 
armories, over 412 units have been processed, including 85 or 86 in 
the fiscal year 1955 program, and actually we are processed clear up 
to the extent of the present appropriation. 

I would like if I may intervene just a moment, to give you the picture 
of what we have done. 
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Chairman Russeuu. Will you sit down, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Firorrr. What we have done up to date, because otherwise 
vou get it in increments units from the services. But I said a few 
moments ago that 235 million of the 250 million had been appropri- 
ated, and it has been programed. 

In addition to that, we received about 70 million for these same 
purposes by direct appropriation, not under this law. So we have a 
total of 305 million. And that is divided to the Army, 104 million; 
to the Navy, 91 million; and to the Air Force, 110 million. 

That is million dollars I am talking about, 104 million, 91 million, 
and 110. ‘That seems like an equitable division, although no attempt 
was made to arbitrarily divide it—it just came out this way. 

And in the Army the 104 million has provided or will provide, when 
they are completed, 601 armories at an average cost to the Federal 
Government, that is the 75 percent contribution that we make, of 
$85,000 apiece. That will give you a picture of about what the 
armories cost. Depending on the size, there is a variance in cost, 
but that is the overall average. 

[t has also provided the Army with 325 nonarmory facilities, and it 
has provided the Army Reserve with 109 armories. So actually the 
Army has gotten a very substantial amount out of this program, as 
you can see. 

In the Navy we had 91 million and that has provided 48 airfield 
facilities, 54 surface facilities, and 114 facilities for the Marine Corps. 

In the Air Force the $110 million that they get has provided 14 
airfield facilities for Air Force Reserve, 2 training centers, and 118 
flying fields and facilities for the Air National Guard. So that pulls 
the thing together as to what the 235 million plus the 70 million by 
direct appropriation has provided. 

[ think it is a substantial program and it is well along toward ac- 
complishment. 

Most all of these facilities are either completed or under contract, 
and they are all programed, so I suppose there will be some cases 
where, for one reason or another, a particular armory will have to be 
dropped out of the program as now planned, but there are plenty more 
in reserve to substitute. 

So I think the thing has been going fairly well and we will continue 
to push it as actively as we can because we support it entirely. Thank 
vou, sir. 

Chairman Russetut. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and I wish that 
you would also, or someone would, furnish for the record the criteria 
as it relates to these armories as it was up until this new agreement 
and also the changes involved in the criteria. 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russe.vu. And if there is any difference between criteria 
for the construction of a National Guard facility and a Reserve 
facility, 1 would like to have that information. 

Mr. Fiorte. We will give you a statement on that; yes, sir. 

Chairman Russet. All right, Colonel. 

(The above information was subsequently furnished and is as 
follows:) 
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AssIsTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1955. 
Hon. Ricuarp B. RvusseE.., 
Chairman. Commutitee on Armed Se rvices, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CuarrmMan: During the hearings before your committee on April 

955, relative to S. 795, a bill to extend the provisions of the National Defense 

es Act of 1950 (Public Law 783, 81st Cong.) request was made that we 

h to the committee information concerning the space criteria for National 
Guard armories. 

Space criteria were promulgated by the National Guard Bureau of the Depart- 
ment of the Army in 1952 and were accepted by the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and Bureau of the Budget as a basis for budget programing. A copy of 
National Guard Bureau Bulletin No. 2, setting forth such criteria, is attached as 
enclosure 1. 

Under date of December 8, 1954, this office approved recommendations of the 
Department of the Army to establish larger space allowances for one-unit National 
Guard armories, but with the restriction that this expanded criteria apply only to 
armories for organizational units having authorized strengths exceeding 120 
officers and men. A copy of these new criteria is attached as enclosure 2. The 
former, smaller one-unit armory criteria were to continue to apply for units with 
authorized strengths between 100 and 120. 

units with an authorized strength below 100 have not heretofore been 
d eligible for construction of separate armories, with Federal funds, 
pursuant to the policy in that regard established by the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense early in 1951. These units have been accommodated in space otherwise 
made available by the States, unless they were located in areas where other 
larger units justified construction of an armory. Recognizing that these smaller 
units are essential parts of any division, the Army was requested to recommend 
appropriate space criteria, preparatory to a review of the previously established 
denving such construction. 
r date of January 17, 1955, the Army submitted proposed space criteria 
nultiple-unit armories (based upon the expanded one-unit armory criteria), 
nd additional space allowances for certain special units and detachments; it also 
recommended that the former one-unit armory criteria (12,112 square feet) be 
utilized for units with 55 to 100 authorized strength, and that the expanded one- 
unit armory criteria be utilized for units exceeding 100 authorized strength. 

This office, on March 30, approved the multiple-unit armory criteria and allow- 
ances for special units and detachments, reaffirmed the application of the expanded 
one-unit criteria only to anits with authorized strength exceeding 120, and with- 
held decision with respect to constructing armories for units with suthorized 
strength below 100 pending further study and evaluation of such a complete 
change in basic, long-standing policy. A copy of the comprehensive armory 
space criteria schedules is attached as enclosure 3. 

Reconsideration of certain aspects of these criteria, at the request of the Army, 
resulted in the following changes in application thereof, which we understand 
are now completely satisfactory to the Army and the National Guard Association 
(references are to enclosure 3): 

1. Reference the prefacing note: A flexibility of 10 percent is permitted in the 
functional areas in schedule I except drill hall and rifle range, provided total area 
of the armory is not increased. 

2. Column (b) of schedule I is eliminated except for application of certain 
functional areas as indicated in items 4 and 5 below. 

3. Heading of column (ce) of schedule I is changed to read “‘Strengths over 100.” 

t. Footnote 1 (a) to schedule I: Change 120 to 100 and conform the exclusive- 
use space for such units to functional areas 4, 5, and 6 of the column (b) which 
was otherwise eliminated, pending establishment of space criteria for units with 
authorized strengths between 55 and 100, referred to below. 

5. Footnote 1 (b) to schedule I: Eliminate and substitute the following: ‘‘The 
term ‘unit’ indicates nominal 150-man capacity. Unit capacity of multiple-unit 
armories is not limited to the index number, e. g. 4 actual units with total author- 
ized strength of 440 officers and men may be accommodated in a 3-unit armory 
(450-man capacity), with additional exclusive use space (items 4, 5, and 6) for 
the fourth unit in accordance with allowances established for the respective 
smaller-size unit.’”’ (Pending establishment of space criteria for units with 
authorized strengths between 55 and 100, referred to below, items 4, 5, and 6Jof 
former column (b) may be applied). 
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6. New criteria will be provided for armories for units with authorized strengths 
between 55 and 100, pursuant to study to be completed by July 1, 1955. 

In accordance with your further request at the hearing, relative to space criteria, 
attached as inclosure 4 is a schedule showing the functional areas currently used in 
construction of armories (training centers) for the Army Reserve. 

Inquiry into the situation referred to by the Senator from South Dakota during 
the hearing. concerning a reported requirement for two sets of plans for armories 
in his State, has elicited the following information from the National Guard 
Bureau. Certain preliminary drawings were prepared by the State for armories 
at the communities of Deadwood and Spearfish on the basis of space criteria 
applicable to units having authorized strengths exceeding 120. - Inasmuch as the 
unit strength at the two locations did not exceed 120, the Federal contribution 
could only be predicated upon the smaller armory criteria then prescribed. Appar- 
ently, the State interpreted this to require a second set of preliminary drawings. 
The relaxation of the criteria limitations outlined hereinbefore should preclude 
recurrence of this situation. 

Questions were also raised at the hearing, concerning application of the Davis- 
Bacon Act to National Guard armory construction projects. Supplementing 
testimony offered for the record at that time, the Department of Defense further 
advises that the matter is under active consideration within this Department as 
well as other Federal agencies involved. Further report will be made to your 
committee upon resolution of the matter. In view of the legal complexity of the 
problem and, consequently, the undeterminable time which may be required for its 
complete resolution, it is urgently recommended that the additional authorization 
required to permit the broad reserve forces facilities construction program to con- 
tinue, as contained in the proposed bill, not be delayed pending such resolution. 

Sincerely yours, 


F. G. FLoere. 
DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND THE Arr Forc#, 
NATIONAL GuARD BURZAU, 
Washington, D. C. 


Revised April 18, 1952 


ARMY FACILITIES AND ConstrRucTION BULLETIN No. 2 


Subject: Standard space requirements for armory construction program. 


Armories 


[Space in square feet] 


l-unit 2-unit 3-unit -unit 5-unit 10-unit 


Assembly hall. -- oe : 5, 500 5, 500 , 200 7, 200 , 000 
Rifle range 1, 880 880 880 800 R80 
Maintenance and utility storage - 80 80 120 120 250 
Heating and fuel storage 600 600 600 800 800 
Classroom __ 1, 340 , 340 , 340 , 975 975 
Kitchen 160 160 200 200 250 
Toilet and showe rs_ 500 500 500 500 500 
Unit storage - : : 590 , 100 , 650 2, 200 2, 750 
Ordnance storage - - 180 | 360 540 720 900 
Locker rooms. é c. 850 , 600 2, 400 3, 200 , 000 
Commanding officers. - . : 144 | 288 432 576 720 
NCO staff ee ‘ aa 144 288 432 576 720 
Instructor. ..._-.- : 144 144 144 144 144 
Total- ditties cane 12, 112 13, 840 17, 438 20, 091 25, 889 


| ' | 


Nore.—‘‘Unit” indicates 200-man capacity. Capacity of multiple-unit armories is not limited to the in- 
dex number; e. g., 4 actual units with total authorized strength of 510 officers and men may be accommodated 
in a 3-unit armory (600-man capacity), with the interior modified to permit segregation of property and 
administration of each of the 4 units. 


To the total space requirements may be added, when necessary, 15 percent for 
corridors, circulation, ete. 

This bulletin supersedes the earlier tabulation contained in F. and C. Bulletin 
No. 2 dated March 7, 1952, and the tabulation enclosed with National Guard 
Bureau letter dated February 4, 1952, subject: ‘‘Armory program, policies govern- 
ing Federal participation under Public Law 783, 81st Cong.”’ 

W. H. ABENDROTH, 
Major General, Chief, Army Division, National Guard Bureau 
(For the Chief, National Guard Bureau). 
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; 


space criteria for 1-unit National Guard Armories for organizational units 
authorized strengths exceeding 120 to be used as maximum in determining 
contributions toward construction, Dec. 2, 1954 


Floor space, 
nal area: square feet 
Drill hall 7, 000 
Rifle range. _- , 880 
Classrooms 4 , 340 
Unit storage (including ordnance , 200 


Administrative offices__ 800 


Commanding officer _ _ 200 
Company Officers : 200 
NCO staff ; 200 
Instructors 200 


Locker rooms . , 200 
Toilet and shower rooms 700 
Public toilet (women : 240 
Library and dayroom £00 
Kitchen 200 
Maintenance and custodial 400 
Boilerroom 600 


Lotal ...- ee 2 15, 960 


i simple details for built-in cabinets, shelving, bins, and workbenches to be devel- 

States for efficient use of unit storage space for the most numerous types of organiza- 
1ay be increased by not to exceed 15 percent to provide for corridors and other circus 

fied by a well-planned functional layout, but no single component functional area may 
than the 15 percent. 


For the purpose of determining Federal contributions, it is not intended that allowances for 

f nctional areas may be reduced or deleted and the resulting savings in space be utilized to increase 

er functional ar or add functional areas not listed. Such increases or additions must be justified as 
ptions to the established space criteria. 


fied 





NATIONAL DEFENSE FACILITIES ACT AMENDMENTS 37 


Space criteria for National Guard armories, to be used as maximum in determining 
Federal contributions toward construction 


ScHEDULE [| 


[Space in square feet] 


l-unit 


Functional area 3-unit ! 4-unit ! 
Strengths Strengths 


100-120 over 120 


({ 


Drill hall f , 000 , 000 100 9, 100 14, 000 


Rifle range , 880 , 880 SRO 1, 880 1, 880 
Classrooms... - , 340 , 040 340 1,975 1,975 
Unit storage (including ordnance) - , 200 2, 400 600 4, 800 6, 000 


Administrative offices 3: 800 , 400 2, 600 3. 200 


(a) Commanding officer 200 400 
(6) Company officers 200 400 
NCO staff 200 400 


(d) Instructors 200 200 


ROO 1.000 
SUO 1,000 
edS00 1, 000 
200 200 


Locker room : , 200 2, 400 4 800 6. 000 
roilet and shower room : 700 700 70 R00 900 
Public toilet (women). 240 240 »4() 240 240 
. Library and dayroom 400 400 
. Kitchen 160 200 200 250 300 
Maintenance and custodial 80 400 40) 600 
Boilerroom 2- 600 600 600 0 800 


600 600 


900 
800 


Total 3_ . 12, 112 15, 960 18, 960 24, 31 28, 445 


Space criteria for multiple-unit projects having units assigned with an authorized strength below 120 
should conform exclusive-use space for such units to the smaller l-unit armory criteria (column 
(b) Except for the smaller l-unit armory (column ())), the term “unit” indicates nominal 200-man capacity. 
Unit eapacity of m1ltiple-unit armories is not limited to the index number, e. g., 4 actual units with total 
authorized strength of 510 officers and men may be accommodated in a 3-unit armory (600-man capacity), 
with the interior modified to permit segreagtion of property and administration of each of the 4 units 

? Boilerroom, when required, shall not exceed this allowance for coal-fired equipment in northern regions, 
and shall be reduced to minimum required for other type equipment and climates 

8 Total floor area is net, exclusive of walls and partitious, and may be increased by not to exceed 15 percent 
to provide for corridors and other circulation space as justified by a well-planned functional layout, but no 
single component functional area may be increased by more than 15 percent 


Nore.—For the purpose of determining Federal contributions, it is not intended that space allowances 
for specified functional areas may be reduced or deleted and the resulting savings in space be utilized to 
increase other functional areas or add functional areas not listed. Such increases or additions must be justi- 
fied as exceptions to the established space criteria. 


ScHEDULE II 
A. For each of the following special units: 


Headquarters and headquarters company, infantry division 

Headquarters and headquarters company, armored division 

Headquarters and headquarters and service company, engineer combat 
battalion signal company 


the following additional space is authorized: 


Unit storage—800 square feet 
Classrooms—660 square feet 


B. The following additional space is authorized to provide for staff functions 
of headquarter units: 2,000 square feet for divisional and regimental headquarters; 
1,200 square feet for battalion headquarters. 

C. The following space is authorized for the organizational entities indicated, 
in lieu of any other space allowances: 1,200 square feet for Army bands; 1,000 
square feet for separate detachments (including split units not otherwise provided 
for) for storage, locker and office space. 
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Army Reserve training center functional space criteria 


400 (N 


200-m: 
- = man ! 


400-man | 600-man | 800-man | 1,000-man 


3, 500 
2, 108 
107 
414 
40S 
3, 438 


699 
240 
705 


245 


2, 864 


t storage 3, 267 
604 
197 
759 
137 
322 
325 


$54 


nical library 
roo! 
ative supply 
iT 


pany 


inistr 
commander 
Company se! 
Instructor 


geant 


4,073 » 228 
12, 293 092 


‘pansible to at least the next size larger. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY DEFENSE, 
PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., May 23, 1955, 


OF 


Com? tee on Armed Services, 


United States Senate. 


Mr. ( On May 9, 1955, we wrote to you concerning the 


HAIRMAN: pace 


for National Guard armories, along with several other items which arose 


aring before your committee on April 28, 1955, relative to 8. 795. A copy 
omprehensive armory space criteria schedules, revised as indicated in the 
letter, is attaehed hereto.* This supersedes the unrevised schedules 
y furnished to your committee. 
revised criteria became effective May 1, 1955. and are considered 
o those National Guard armory projects previously forwarded to your 
ime to time but for which the Federal contribution had not been 
* to the effective date. 
the consultation provisions of section 3 of Public Law 783 (81st 
‘all attention to the fact that these increased space allowances will 
an increase in cost of the individual armory projects to which they are 
applied, with a consequent increase in the Federal contributions for such projects. 
In this connection, it is emphasized that the project costs indicated in the sub- 
1 ymmittee are as estimated by the States; final Federal contribu- 
based upon actual contract costs, subject to the established space allow- 
construction standards. Inasmuch as the scope of these projects is not 
otherwise changed, the consultation procedures agreed to by letter dated Septem- 
ber 6, 1954, from the then chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee are 
construed to require resubmission of these individual projects to your com- 
by reason of such cost increases. 
Sincerely yours, 


ted 


space 


ance and 


7 + 
Lit 


Mmivlvec 


(Signed) 


HAROLD 


F. 
FRANKLIN G. 


Houtz. 
FLOETE. 
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Space criteria for National Guard armories, to be used as maximum leterminina 
Federal contributions toward constructior 


SCHEDULE [! 


| Floor space in square ieet 


Functional area 


(a 


Drill hall 7, 7 ‘ it 9. 10) . 000 
Rifle range y ) ! : R80 


Classrooms : 1 1, 975 175 


4. Unit storage (including ordnance) l ‘ y 000 
Administrative offices . 1 4K 9 ) ; 3. 200 


a) Commanding officer 200 4 1.000 
b) Company officers ( ) OK 1, 000 
(c) NCO staff 7 00 000 
d) Instructors. 20 200 


f Locker room . a) o, » OU WU) 
7. Toilet and shower ro > 

8. Public toilet (women 

Library and dayroom 

Kitchen 

Maintenance and custodial 

Boilerroom ? 


Total 


a) Functional areas shown are for organizational units with authorized strengtt cceeding 100 
ind men. Space criteria for multiple-unit armories having any units assigned with an authorized str 
f 100 or less should conform the exclusive-use space (functional areas 4, 5, and 6) for such units to tl 
cable allowances established for such smaller units. (Pending establishmen space criteria for units 
suthorized strengths from 55 to 100, exclusive-use space allowances for such units will not exceed 770 squa 
feet for unit storage, 432 square feet for administrative offices, and 850 square feet for locker room, subj 
the 10 percent flexibility as noted above.) (6) The term “‘unit’’ indicates nominal 150-man capacity 
Unit capacity of multiple-unit armories is not limited to the index number, e. g., 4 actual units with total 
1uthorized strength of 440 officers and men may be accommodated in a 3-unit armory (450-man eapacity 
i uiditional exclusive-use space (functional areas 4, 5, and 6) for the 4th unit in accordance with allow- 
ances established for the respective size of unit. (See footnote 1 (a) above 
2 Boilerroom, when required, shall not exceed this allowance for coal-fired equipment in northern regions 
ind shall be reduced to minimum required for other type equipment and climate 
Total floor area is net exclusive of walls and partitions, and may be increased by not to exceed 
cent to provide for corridors and other circulation space as justified by a well-planned functional lay 
but no single component functional area may be increased by more than 15 percent for these pu 


vil 


Note.—For the purpose of determining Federal contributions, it is not intended that spac 
for specified functional areas may be reduced or deleted and the resulting savings in space be 
increase other functional areas or add functional areas not listed. Such increases o1 
justified as exceptions to the established space criteria. However, a flexibility of 10 percent is permitted 
in the individual functional areas of schedule I except drill hall and rifle range, provided that the total 
illowable floor area of the armory is not increased thereby 


ul 


ScHEDULE II 


\. For each of the following special units: Headquarters and headquarters 
company, Infantry division; headquarters and headquarters company, Armored 
division; headquarters and headquarters and service company, Engineer combat 
battalion; Signal company; the following additional space is authorized: Unit 
storage, 800 square feet; classrooms, 660 square feet. 

B. The following additional space is authorized to provide for staff functions 
of headquarter units: 2,000 square feet for divisional and regimental headquarters; 
1,200 square feet for battalion headquarters. 

C. The following space is authorized for the organizational entities indicated, 
in lieu of any other space allowances: 1,200 square feet for Army bands; 1,000 
square feet for separate detachments (including split units not otherwise pro- 
vided for) for storage, locker, and office space. 


Colonel SHuter. I have a little more, sir, in briefing my state- 
ment. I was discussing the future requirements for the National 
Guard. 

The Chief, National Guard Bureau, estimates a total of 1,263 
additional armories must be provided to meet the overall require- 
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ments of 2,780 armories for the 5,260 units in the National Guard 
troop program. 

The Department of the Army totals show in June 1955 there will 
be 4,114 Army Reserve training centers and National Guard armories 
in use. Second, 1,872 of these 4,114 are considered adequate for 
continued use. When all Army Reserve and National Guard units 
are activated and manned, the Army will require a total of 5,350 
training centers and armories. 

The last chart, chart No. 5, is a summary of the estimated cost of 
providing the additional necessary administration and training facili- 
ties when our National Guard and Army Reserve units are filled with 
participating personnel. 

The $597 million total should be considered only as an order-of- 
magnitude estimate. The Army desires to implement this $597 
million program over a 5-year period. Current Reserve forces plans 
provide for activation of all units by July 1, 1958, and are based on 
all units being brought up to authorized strength by June 30, 1961. 

To meet this unit and personnel schedule construction authoriza- 

on, appropriations in the amount of $597 million will be required in 

increments between fiscal vear 1957 and fiscal year 1960. 
If Publie Law 783, 8ist Congress is amended as recommended by 
ie Department of Defense, we will have the requisite authorization 
with the understanding we must come back and consult with this 
committee from time to time for specific project approvals as required 
by the consultation provisions of this law. 

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes the briefing of my formal state- 
ment, and we stand ready to answer any questions that the committee 
may have. 

Chairman Russeii. Any questions of Colonel Shuler? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russeiu. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Colonel, this $597 million, is that an estimated cost 
for the units in being now or is that an additional cost? 

Colonel Sauter. Sir, that is an estimated cost to provide the facili- 
ties if all of the units on the troop basis were filled with personnel. 

Senator Case. Over and above those now in being. 

Colonel SHuLer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. So in providing an authorization for $250 million 
additional under this bill, we are providing less than half of what 
the Army alone would want. 

Colonel Sauter. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, obviously then we are only biting, 
taking a small bite at the total program if we propose an authorization 
for 250 million, and it would require 597 million for the Army alone, 
and this 597 million doesn’t take into consideration the needs of the 
Navy or the Air Force. 

Colonel Suuter. I might give you that total, sir. I believe it is 
$1,030 million of which you $597 million is a part. 

Senator Case. Do you have the breakdown as between the Navy 
and the Air Force? 

Mr. Frorre. I have it, sir. 

Chairman Russeuu. I thought Secretary Floete dealt with that 
this morning. There was some testimony it would be one-billion- 
three-hundred-some-million if we adopted the new Reserve bill, and 
$1,060 million if we didn’t, and those figures were offered. 


4] 
ul 
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Senator Case. Is it separated as to Army, Navy, and Air Force? 

Chairman RussgE.u. Yes. 

Mr. Fiorere. In my statement there is a chart on that. 

Chairman Russetu. Do you wish to have him read that again, 
Senator CasE? 

Senator Casge. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russetu. Has any consideration been given to pro- 
viding facilities for use by the Reserve and by your ROTC organiza- 
tions in the colleges? 

I have had 1 or 2 inquiries directed to that point, wanting to know 
why this program did not extend any assistance to the ROTC units, 
or at least permit them to cooperate in the construction of the projects 
to be used with the Reserve units. 

Mr. Mitton. May I speak to that, sir? 

Chairman Russe.tu. Yes; you may. 

Mr. Mitton. In my considered opinion one of the finest things 
that we have done with the money that has been given to us has been 
to build Reserve armories on college campuses, and we have done 
that in numerous cases; Miami University in Florida; Toledo, Ohio; 
University of New York, and in those cases the universities have 
given us the land. 

The matter of utilities has been shared proportionately between the 
universities, and we have felt that it is a program that really merits 
consideration. 

And wherever we can go along with the universities, we have 
done so 

1 revert to the University of Miami where the armory there is used 
by the National Guard, the USAR, and the ROTC. It is used 5 
afternoons and 5 evenings a week and we are very proud of it. We 
think we are getting the best return on the taxpayers’ dollar under 
such an investment as that. 

It does, however, open the door to a request from all of your col- 
leges for ROTC armories. That is a monumental undertaking, one 
that is most confusing in our thinking by reason of the financial 
structure of the different types of universities which have ROTC’s. 

You have urban institutions, you have A. and M. colleges, you have 
privately endowed and publicly supported institutions. At the pres- 
ent time the Department of Defense is going into this problem very 
thoroughly. 

I would beg of you not to include the ROTC consideration in this 
bill at this moment. Let us try to resolve this. But I hope that we 
do have the freedom to put Reserve armories on college campuses 
wherever we possibly can, and pull the ROTC into it. 

Chairman Russeuu. I don’t like to use illustrations of specific 
cases, particularly in my own State, but I had some correspondence 
with Col. Blake Van Leer, the president of Georgia School of Tech- 
nology. He has a desire to have it built on the Tech campus. Is 
there some legal obstacle to that? 

Mr. Minton. I am not aware of that specific case. I will look into 
it, sir. We have worked under what we consider the mandate of this 
law that the moneys you have given us under Public Law 783 are 
Reserve moneys, that is—— 

Chairman Russeiu. There is no question about that. 
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Mr. Mitron. In some cases we find college administrators are 
rather reluctant to give us the freedom to carry out the intent of the 
law. lam not saying that is the case, and I will look into that specific 
one and let you know, sir. 

Chairman Russe.u. I am not urging that we go into this ROTC 
business because it would be one of the most expensive programs this 
nation ever embarked on, and you go to providing criteria for dealing 
with States, religious sects, and charitable foundations and all that, 
I don’t think we would ever get any acceptable criteria. But if you 
are building them on a cooperative venture, 1 want to find out why 
this one cannot be built. 

Senator Case. I want to ask Mr. Floete this question. Those 
figures you gave us showing the breakdown of the different services, 
are those exclusive or do you duplicate where you have a joint reserve 
facility? 

Mr. Ftorre. They would be inclusive of any joint reserve facility 
there might be in there. 

Senator Case. But you wouldn’t count the same center twice? 

Mr. FLrorre. Each Reserve component element would be counted. 

Senator Case. There are some of these joint facilities where Air, 
Navy, and Army are all using the same facility. 

Mr. Fiorre. That’s right. This is a facility. 

Chairman Russe.u. I want to just express my opinion that that 
should be done in every case where it possible can be done where 
more than one unit can use the facility that should have the very 
highest priority, because you are reaching 2 Reserve organizations 
with the 1 building. I think it ought to have priority over 1 that 
can only be used by 1. 

Senator Casn. Mr. Chairman, you would extend that principle too 
to the development of weekend training centers, wouldn’t you, the 
field training? 

Chairman Russeuu. Yes; 1 should think so. However, I wouldn’t 
think that would be a very large part of this program. 

Senator Casz. It may not be a very large part, but it did come to 
my attention two different Reserve components were both expecting 
to procure separate tracts of land in my State. 

Chairman Russeuu. If they could possibly use the same one, it 
ought to be done. If it isn’t done, what little unification we have 
got has certainly been a miserable failure if we can’t get together on 
a matter like that. 

Any further questions? 

Colonel Sauter. Mr. Chairman, we have representatives here from 
the Air Force and the Navy, and they have formal statements which 
I request be inserted in the record. In the interest of saving time I 
wonder if they could answer any questions of the committee. 

Chairman Russetu. We will be glad to have their statements 
printed in full in the record of the hearings. I thought you dealt 
with all these facilities, Colonel. Didn’t you deal with the overall 
program in your statement? 

Colonel Souter. No, sir. They have a prepared statement. 
They can either brief the statement, read it or stand ready to answer 
any questions, whatever the Chair desires. 

Chairman Russe.u. Give your name for the reporter, Colonel. 
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STATEMENT OF COL. JACKSON V. RAMBEAU, OFFICE OF THE 


DEPUTY CHIEF OF OPERATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR 
FORCE 


Colonel Rampgeav. My name is Colonel Rambeau, Director of 
Operations, Headquarters, USAF, and I have handouts, Mr. Chair- 
man, with a chart. 

Chairman Russeuu. All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Ramprnavu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have these in 
the hands of the committee members before I start. 

(The charts above referred to appear on pp. 44 and 45. 

Colonel RamBeavu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
the Air Reserve Forces facility requirements are for 347 installations. 
Of these, 153 will be flying and 195 nonflying. 

My first chart illustrates the phased funding plan of required 
facilities for the entire Air Reserve Forces training program, which 
included Air Forces Reserve and Air National Guard. The total cost 
for the period fiscal year 1951 through fiscal year 1960 is estimated 
at $366,200,000. To the left of the vertical center line are shown 
current and prior years’ appropriations in the amount of $110,804,240, 
covering programed construction costs. Obligations as of December 
31, 1954, were $80,200,000. Expenditures as ‘of the same date were 
$59,500,000. 

To the right of the vertical red center line appears the projected 
future appropriations proposed to defray the construction costs of the 
balance of the required facilities. The time period covered is from 
1956 through 1960. The dollars required are phased as shown: 
1956___. $49, 300, 000] 1959.._...________- $11, 000, 000 
1957_. .- 130, 000, 000} 1960 eae 7, 300, 000 
1958_- sete es eds eek. Jee 
The total remaining requirement, 1956-60, is for $255,400,000. Of 
the total amount, $214,277,000 is designed to provide for the con- 
struction of new facilities and $41,132,000 for replacement of inade- 
quate existing facilities. It is believed that with the possible exception 
of some minor replacements after 1960, this will complete the Air 
Reserve Forces construction program. 

My second chart indic ates funding of the Air Reserve Forces facility 
requirements for the period fiscal year 1951 through fiscal year 1960 
in the total of $366,200,000, as is shown in the first. bar. 

The second bar shows that $86,200,000 has been appropriated under 
Public Law 783, that $24,600,000 has been funded under other au- 
thorizations, and that $255,400,000 remains for future funding 
authorizations. 

The next bar indicates the total requirement for flying facilities of 
$304,700,000 out of the total of $366,200,000. The fourth bar shows 
$81,600,000 accomplished under Public Law 783. The remaining 
requirement is for $199 million. 

The next two bars refer to nonflying facilities. $61,600,000 is the 
overall requirement. $4,600,000 has been accomplished under Public 
Law 783 authorizations, $500,000 under other than Public Law 783, 
and $56,400,000 remains fcr future authorization. 

To sum up, the Air Force has a remaining requirement for 
$255,400,000 to complete the funding of its Reserve Forces construc- 
tion program. 
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AIR RESERVE FORCES facilfice program 
FY 51 thw FY 60 


400 - —— —_—— 


350r— 








TOTAL 
EJ TOTAL AMT IN DOLLARS 


LC) TOTAL AMT ACCOMPLISHED W/OTHER THAN P/L 783 FUNDS 
SS TOTAL AMT ACCOMPLISHED WITH P/L 783 FUNDS 
Ge TOTAL AMT PLANNED WITH FUTURE FUNDS 


Chairman Russetyt. What do you have in the budget for fiscal 
1956? 

Colonel Rampeav. I have approximately 49.3 million for the Guard 
and Reserve. 

Chairman Russe.u. Where do you get this figure 130 million for 
fiscal 1956? 

Colonel RamBerav. That is 1957, sir. 

Chairman Russetu. Oh, I see, yes; that is 1957 that you expect to 
ask for 130 million next year. 

Colonel Ramprav. That’s right. 

Chairman Russeiu. You are going to make a crash program out of 
it next year if you have your way on it. 

Colonel Rampeav. Yes, sir; we have been waiting a long time. 

Chairman Russet. Very well. Commander Greer, you have a 
statement there relating to the Navy’s activities. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, there is a considerable disparity 
between that program finishing up in 5 years with a projection’ that 
calls for 255.4 million for the Air Force alone when we are dealing 
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with a bill which, as far as the House is concerned, projects an addi- 
tional 250 million over 8 years. 

Chairman Russevi. No, that is just for 3 years in the future. 
ie program has been in operation for 5 years, Senator. 

senator Casr. Eight years applies to 1951. 

Susie Russet. Yes, sir. It is just for 3 years from now. It 
is really a great acceleration of the program as we have known it up 
to now even under the terms of the House bill. 

Senator Cass. May I ask this question, then? Will $250 million 
over the next 3 years provide enough for the Air Force to accomplish 
what they have in mind with a stepup like 130 million? 

Chairman Russe. | will let the colonel answer that. My own 
guess would be it wouldn’t quite do it. 

Colonel Ramsgau. The 1956 program for the three services will eat 
enough of this authorization that we will be back here next yeal 

about this same time asking you for more money. The $250 million 
will not take care of more than the 1956 program plus a portion of 
the 1957 all three services program. 

Chairman Russe.iu. Of course I might say, Senator Case, there 
have been times in the past when the Congress has not quite allowed 
all of the authorizations requested by the Department. 

All right, Commander Greer, you may proceed. 


COMDR. E. M. GREER, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS FOR NAVAL RESERVE—Resumed 


Commander Greer. Mr. Chairman, this presentation which I will 
brief with your permission has previously been distributed to the 
members of the committee. 

Chairman RussgEuu. This statement has already gone in the record, 
Commander? 

Commander Greer. No, sir; it hasn’t gone in the record. 

Chairman RussgE.u. Oh, this is the statement that there was some 
confusion about a while ago. 

Commander Gresr. No, sir, this is is a detailed presentation which 
was not touched on a few moments ago. 

Chairman Russg.u. All right, you may proceed. 

Commander Greer. The Naval Reserve construction program is 
divided into three activities, Mr. Chairman, the Naval Reserve avia- 
tion program, Naval Reserve surface program, and Marine Corps 
Reserve ground program. 

In conducting a brief of this presentation I invite the attention of 
the committee to chart No. 1, which shows the dollar status of our 
program. I will take each of these programs separately. 

Naval Reserve aviation: We have at present 28 Naval and Marine 
Corps Air Reserve training facilities, 21 of these are naval air stations 
whose primary mission is the training of the Naval and Marine Corps 
Air Reserve and 7 are Naval Air Reserve training units located at 
naval air stations of the Regular Establishment. 

No new Naval Air Reserve Stations have been constructed. The 
existing stations were either Government-owned or World War II 
air stations which were turned over to the Naval Air Reserve afte 
the war, or civilian Air Force facilities under lease. 

Many of these stations have been rendered obsolete by the advent 
of jet aircraft. Runways must be lengthened and improved, and in 
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such cases where topographical conditions prevent runway extension, 
the air stations must be relocated. 

In order to provide adequate training facilities for a Naval Air 
Reserve, we have the requirements for establishment of 3 new air 
stations, the replacement or relocation of 5 existing air stations and 
1 Naval Air Reserve training unit and improvements to 17 air stations. 
Much of this work has been started and some has been completed. 

From fiscal year 1951 through 1953, $44 million was received from 
public-works funds for some of our rehabilitation and improvement 
projects at 13 of our old air stations. 

In fiscal year 1954 and 1955 under Public Law 783, $30 million was 
appropriated to our aviation program enabling us to continue the 
accomplishment of our long-range requirements. Since 1951 then 
our aviation program has received $74 million and our future require- 
ments amount to $118 million. 

This amount consists of funds to establish 3 new air stations, com- 
plete our replacement of 5 air stations and 1 naval air training unit and 
to complete improvements at 17 existing air stations. 

Naval Reserve, surface: With inauguration of our organized naval 
reserve training programs in 1946, we “had no adequate training facil- 
ities for our surface units. 

To provide facilities for our rapidly expanding Reserves, $69 mil- 
lion was expended from annual appropriations in fiscal year 1947-49 
for the erection of 197 surplus quonset hut-type structures, and for 
alterations to 119 existing buildings to be used as training centers. 
Many of these buildings were temporary in nature and some require 
replacement, either high or uneconomical maintenance cost, short-term 
leases, and so forth. 

Beginning in fiscal year 1954 under the authority of Public Law 
783 we were able to commence a program of orderly re ts uwcement and 
improvement of our inadequate facilities. Under this authority, our 
surface program has received $8 million, which is being used to replace 
12 of our inadequate training centers, 3 electronics facilities, and for 
improvements at 8 training centers. 

Our ultimate plan calls ‘for a total of 332 Naval Reserve training 
centers by the end of fiscal year 1960. 

We have at present 316 such centers. We plan in addition to con- 
structing the new training centers to replace 30 existing centers with 
new buildings and also some 34 small electronic facilities. 

Our total requirement amounts to $36 million. 

The Marine Corps Reserve ground units are housed and trained in 
233 training centers. One hundred and fifty-nine of these have been 
provided by building extensions and additions to 158 Naval Reserve 
training centers and 1 Army Reserve training center. The exist- 
ing facilities were provided through the expenditure of $6 million of 
annual funds from 1946 through 1954. 

The Marine Corps Reserve facilities problem has become one of re- 
placing inadequate training facilities, improving others and m 7s 
additions to some such as rifle ranges and garages. Since fiscal yea 
1954 under the authority of Public Law 783, $7 million has been die 
priated for the replacement of 54 inadequate facilities. 

Under the present plan 39 additional replacement projects are re- 
quired at an estimated cost of $8 million. This will represent an ex- 
penditure of $17 million from fiscal year 1951 through 1960. Our 
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present plan calls for a total of 234 training centers by 1960, which 
is an increase of one over the present number. 

The proposed Nation Reserve plan will, if enacted, require an addi- 
tional 77 drilling units in our Marine Corps Reserve and 77 facilities 
would have to be provided for these units at an estimated cost of $16 
million. 

That completes my detailed presentation, sir. 

Chairman Kusse_ut. Thank you, Commander Greer. 

Any questions of this witness? Thank you very much. Thank 
you, gentlemen. 
~ General Walsh representing the National Guard will be the next 
witness. 

Senator Stennis, will you take over for a few minutes? 
Senator Stennis. Will you proceed? 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. E. A. WALSH, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES ACCOMPANIED 
BY MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM H. HARRISON, THE ADJUTANT GEN- 
ERAL OF MASSACHUSETTS; MAJ. GEN. LEO M. KREBER, THE 
ADJUTANT GENERAL OF OHIO; MAJ. GEN. JOHN H. MANNING, 
THE ADJUTANT GENERAL OF NORTH CAROLINA; MAJ. GEN. 
EARLE M. JONES, THE ADJUTANT GENERAL OF CALIFORNIA; 
MAJ. GEN. D. W. McGOWAN, COMMANDING GENERAL, 50TH 
ARMORED DIVISION; BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM E. KELLY, THE 
ADJUTANT GENERAL OF NEW YORK NATIONAL GUARD; BRIG. 
GEN. THEODORE ARNDT, THE ADJUTANT GENERAL OF SOUTH 
DAKOTA; COL. CHARLES G. STEVENSON, IGD, NEW YORK 
NATIONAL GUARD; AND COL. MARK H. GALUSHA, NATIONAL 
GUARD ASSOCIATION 


General Wausu. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement on 
behalf of the National Guard Association which, with your permission, 
I will read. 

Before doing so I would like to have the record show, if the Chairman 
please, that. I am accompanied by Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, 
The Adjutant General of Massachusetts; Maj. Gen. Leo M. Kreber, 
The Adjutant General of Ohio; Maj. Gen. John H. Manning, The 
Adjutant General of North Carolina; Maj. Gen. Earle M. Jones, The 
Adjutant General of California; Maj. Gen. D. W. McGowan, com- 
manding general, 50th Armored Division; Brig. Gen. William H. Kelly, 
The Adjutant General of New York National Guard; Brig. Gen. 
Theodore Arndt, The Adjutant General of South Dakota; Col. Charles 
G. Stevenson, IGD, New York National Guard; and Col. Mark H. 
Galusha, National Guard Association. 

Senator Stennis. We are very glad to have these gentlemen with 
us, General Walsh, and appreciate their interest in this legislation. 

General Wausu. They are here, Mr. Chairman, solely because of 
their interest in it. I will proceed, if you please, sir. 

Senator Srennis. Yes, you may proceed, General. 

General Wausu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
as always, I feel highly honored in having the privilege of appearing 
before the distinguished members of this committee to express the 
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views of the National Guard Association of the United States with 
respect to the pending legislation. 

I am sure that the Senator from Virginia, Mr. Byrd, who was the 
chairman of the subcommittee in the Sist C ongress that actually 
wrote the language of the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, 
will recall that the National Guard Association played an important 
role in its enactment. We believed then, and we still believe, that 
the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 is of greater importance 
to the Reserve Forces than any other single act in our statutes today. 
The National Guard has long since learned that you do not have 
good units without an adequate armory and training facilities. 
Young men are proud to join a National Guard unit in their com- 
munity that has an adequate armory and, moreover, it has been our 
experience that these young men will voluntarily remain with these 
units for much longer periods of time than would otherwise be the case. 

We, therefore, favor the purposes of the bill under consideration 
to extend the appropriation authority of the National Defense Facili- 
ties Act of 1950. Whether the committee recommends the extension 
of this authority indefinitely and without monetary limitation as pro- 
vided in S. 795, or for a specific time and amount as recommended by 
the House Armed Services Committee in H. R. 2107, as amended, 
we leave to your good judgment. Should the committee choose the 
latter, we recommend the extension in the amount of $250 million 
over a 3-year period. 

The National Guard still has a great need for many new armories. 
In each of your States there are units of the National Guard occupy- 
ing basements of city halls or schools, leasing warehouse space, or 
even leasing roller skating rinks 1 night a week for their drill. Since 
the return of the Army and Air National Guard units ordered into 
the Federal service for the Korean emergency, we have made remark- 
able progress. The most recent strength report as of February 28 
last shows: 

Army National Guard ; 345, 224 
Air National Guard : J ’ 58, 846 
Aggregate aid _ : ol _ 404, 070 

Here, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, may I 
interpolate that the March return will show a net gain of 7,000 
above those figures. 

This total number is split into approximately 5,500 units spread 
throughout the States and Territories. Approximately 90 percent 
of this number attend drill each and every week and over 95 percent 
will attend 15 days of field training this summer. The Army and 
Air National Guard have twice as many participating in weekly 
drills as all other Reserve components combined. I am hopeful 
that every Member of Congress will be able to accept invitations 
which they will receive to see the Army and Air National Guard units 
of their State during their annual field training period this summer, 
and I know that you will be impressed by their military capabilities 
as I have been 

In addition to the extension of the appropriation authority, there 
are several clarifying amendments which the States have requested 
our association to propose. In our opinion, none of these amendments 
change the original intent of Congress in the enactment of Public Law 
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783. A mimeographed sheet has been prepared which shows these 
amendments as they would appear in the language of the act. 

The first amendment is an addition to the present section 3 (b) of 
the act and the new language appears in the underlined subsection (2) 
of the mimeographed sheet. The purpose of this subsection is to 
provide that the Secretary of Defense may contribute Federal funds 
to pay 100 percent of the cost of converting or constructing additions 
to State-owned armories made necessary by the conversion, redesigna- 
tion, or reorganization of a unit or units of the National Guard. We 
have such an example which has prompted this amendment. The 
Army National Guard has been composed of 25 Infantry divisions 
and 2 Armored divisions. To meet our overall military requirements 
4 Infantry divisions are being converted to Armor for a total of 6 
Armored divisions. The case of the 27th Infantry Division of New 
York now being converted to Armor is typical. Most of the State- 
owned armories of this division, which is the up-State division, are 
not wholly suitable or of sufficient size to house the men and increased 
equipment of these units upon conversion from Infantry to Armor. 
Other States which will be similarly affected are California, Tennessee, 
and possibly Georgia. These States will receive no appreciable 
benefits because of this conversion, and since the conversion is being 
made to meet the military requirements of the Federal Government, 
it would appear equitable for the Federal Government to pay all the 
cost of the conversions or additions. New armories for these units 
Hi continue to be constructed on the present formula of 75 percent 
for the Federal Government and 25 percent for the State. 

Senator Casg. Mr. Chairman, before he proceeds to a discussion 
of amendment No. 2, I would like to ask if it was intentional that 
the language in the present law “for the joint utilization of such facil- 
ities’”’—that isn’t being dropped; is it? 

General Watsu. No, sir. 

Senator Case. This subparagraph 2 is in addition? 

General Wausu. Yes, sir. 

No. 2 amendment simply provides that units of the National Guard 
will not be changed within a State without the consent of the Governor. 
This brings the language of the subsection in conformance with 
section 60 of the National Defense Act, as amended, which reads in 
part as follows: 

Provided, That no change in allotment, branch, or arm of units or organizations 
wholly within a single State will be made without the approval of the Governor 
of the State concerned. 

You will note that the present language of section 4 (b) provides only 
that the governor will be consulted. The amendment would add the 
words “and consented.”’ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, one more question on that. Will 
that go to the changing of the designation or the number of the 
guard units? I have in mind particularly a situation that arose in 
South Dakota where the National Guard unit went to Alaska. 

When the boys from South Dakota completed their tour up there 
and were returned, they left their field designation with the unit in 
the field and there was considerable feeling about that. I think 
finally it was sort of solved by establishing a ghost number they could 
use. 

General Wausu. Yes, sir. That came about as the result of the 
policy enunciated, Senator Case, by the then Chief of Staff of the 
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Army. We didn’t agree with it because, as the Senator knows, it led 
to considerable confusion. 

Senator Casr. And loss of interest I would say in the guard. 

General Watsu. It seriously affected the morale. The problem 
was later partially resolved by having two organizations with the 
same number, 164th R. C. T. in Alaska and 164th R. C. T. in South 
Dakota. 

Senator Case. Here you are proposing to require the consent of 
the Governor when you change locations or some of those things. 

General Watsu. Which is the language, Senator, which has been 
in the National Defense Act since June 3, 1916. 

Senator Case. And this would help a situation such as I have 
alluded to? 

General Watsu. We think so. Of course we think there was 
enough law there before, but it didn’t quite prove out. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, while the general is on that 
amendment No. 2 there, which involves the consent of the Governor 
of a State before a change can be made, could we not just call on the 
Department of Defense to give their reasoning for leaving that out? 

Chairman Russx.u. I understand the Department of Defense has 
agreed to that amendment, is that correct? 

Mr. Miron. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. That is very good. I didn’t know that. Thank 
you. 

General WatsH. Amendments 3, 4, and 5 are related to the extent 

that the latter two amendments define words used in amendment 3. 
Section 4 (d) of the act, among other things, provides for the 75 per- 
cent Federal contribution and 25 percent State contribution toward 
the construction of National Guard armories. As the members of the 
committee are aware, prior to the enactment of Public Law 783, all 
armories for the National Guard were constructed wholly at State ex- 
pense and the so-called “nonarmory construction’? was paid from 
Federal funds appropriated to the National Guard Bureau. Non- 
armory construction consists chiefly of storage space and maintenance 
facilities for the Federal equipment issued to National Guard units 
which cannot be cared for in an armory. Because of the special 
definition of the word “facility” appearing in section 7 (a) of the act, 
and the use of this word in section 4 (d), it has been construed that 
the States should contribute a minimum of 25 percent toward non- 
armory construction as well as armory. This was certainly not the 
intent of Congress. That this is the fact is demonstrated by the 
language which the Congress has included in the appropriations act 
each year. The language appearing in the appropriations act which 
I quote reads as follows: 
Provided, That such portion of the amount as may be applied to the construction 
of buildings and facilities other than armories shall be without regard to the 75 
per centum restriction on contributions contained in section 4 (d) of the Act of 
September 11, 1950. 

The changes which will be made by the adoption of amendments 3, 
4, and 5 in no way change the original intent of the act and will make 
it unnecessary to include special language in future appropriations 
acts. 

Amendment 6 is purely technicai and simply defines “‘Reserve com- 
ponent” in accordance with section 202 of the Armed Forces Reserve 
Act of 1952. 
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Mr. Chairman, I might add one more thing. Apparently it has 
been the custom or the policy at least of the Corps of Engineers of 
the Army to require the States to pay for everything up to within 
5 feet of the building line. Now that included all sewer, water trans- 
mission lines, grading, hardstands, sidewalks, and protective fencing 
where necessary. 

It has been our contention that that was never the intent of the 
act, that the 75-pereent contribution should have applied to the 
whole project. 

I do not think it is necessary to take time of the committee in 
going into any detail other than to say that as a result of that you 
will find that the Federal contributions aggregate about 55 percent 
and the States +5 percent. 

This is panels an Army matter and Secretary Milton said in his 
opinion that can be resolved administratively, and we are perfectly 
willing to as it with Secretary Milton and with General Erickson, 
Chief of the Bureau. These gentlemen who accompany me, Mr. 
Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, are very grateful for this 
opportunity of appearing before you, and this is most timely indeed. 

Chairman Russext. I notice that in the amendments submitted by 
the Department of Defense they do not deal with the amendments 
t and 5, I believe that you have read. In other words, there is 
nothing about No. 4 which iotiadinn: the definition of facilities, and 
there is some difference in verbiage of amendment 5. 

General Watsu. We only saw these amendments from the Depart- 
ment of Defense at about the time the committee was ready to con- 
vene, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that amendments 4 
and 5 are designed to carry out the change created by amendment No. 
3. They are taking out the word ‘facilities’ and inserting “armory” 
under amendment No. 3, and amendments 4 and 5 are definitions and 
are really needed to implement amendment No. 3. 

Chairman Russexy, It could be, but I just noticed that the lan- 
guage of No. 4 as read by the representative of the National Guard 
Association does not appear in the language submitted by the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

General Wausu. We believe our amendment to be the simpler one, 
and by substituting the term “‘armory”’ for “facility”? there can be no 
confusion at any time in the future. 

I might invite the committee’s attention to a word that appears in 
amendment No. 2 which is underlined, and that is the word “alter’’ 
That word is very important, particularly in connection with these 
conversions, because where the States accept the conversion for the 
convenience of the Federal Government, the next step is an alteration 
and you can’t make it anything else. 

Now it isn’t just those States that I have mentioned. There are 
other States that are having units converted to armored units which are 
not ii the divisional class. They are smaller units than a division, and 
when they seek to make those armories fit or suitable for the armored 
units, it is an alteration, and I can’t see any other word that will fill 
the bill. 

Chairman Russeiu. And this amendment would require that the 
Federal Government pay 100 percent of that cost of that alteration. 

General WatsuH. In the Department of Defense amendment on page 
3 under (b), I think it reads: 
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including such appurtenant structures as may house equipment 


used in training 
and administration of such unit or units. 


That is not in our definition. I am afraid of some confusion, and 
if the Chair would permit me, I would like to have Maj. Gen. William 
H. Harrison, the Adjutant General of Massachusetts, comment on 
that, if you will permit him to do so, sir. It will only take a moment. 

Chairman Russet. All right, come around, General Harrison. 

General Harrison. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, our problem has been in the past, as General Walsh has ex- 
plained, that where an armory is constructed on a site and a shed or 
building for the housing of the motor vehicle equipment of the unit 
or even of a battalion unit, it has been the contention of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that the State should pay 75 percent of the cost of 
construction. 

Chairman Russre_ut. You mean 25 percent. 

General Harrison. Twenty-five percent. While on the other hand 
if the State had 2 pieces of property, 1 on which they constructed the 
armory and the other probably removed a mile or 2 miles away, the 
construction of the garage or sheds for the storage of the vehicles 
would be considered nonarmory construction, and that would be paid 
for 100 percent from Federal funds. 

Now that forces the State to go to the communities or to purchase 
from State funds 2 pieces of property when it is unnecessary to have 2 
pieces, they could have 1 piece, have proper control of that and there- 
by allow the community to dispose of the other piece and have it on 
the tax rolls of the community. 

It doesn’t seem reasonable. This equipment that is stored in these 
particular buildings is not necessary for State purposes. In Massa- 
chusetts we have some 2,600 vehicles within the State that are not 
needed for training purposes in the main except for field training. 

They do save the Federal Government considerable money in that 
about 60 percent of our guard is transported by vehicles to field- 
training sites, and the States very strongly feel that vehicle storage 
sheds and buildings that are of nonarmory type should be 100 percent 
Federal contribution, and if this language is permitted in the bill, it 
will require that the States pay 25 percent of the construction costs 
of these type buildings. 

Chairman RussELi. You make it sound mighty simple, General, 
but I can see cases where you would have a great deal of confusion 
over this language you suggest. It involves every piece of equipment, 
a rifle, M—1 on up or down. 

General Harrison. No, Mr. Chairman. The only equipment this 
would house is the vehicle equipment. All of the other type equip- 
ment used for the training of the personnel is actually stored within 
the armory. These buildings are in the main, or 100 percent are 
buildings for the storing of heavy rolling equipment. 

Chairman Russe. It doesn’t say that. 

Senator Case. It is possible, Mr. Chairman, that you could use the 
words which the Adjutant General has used here in striking it. 

Chairman Russe.ut. You might do that, but the language itself 
doesn’t say anything about vehicles. It could apply to any piece of 
equipment. 

Senator Case. It might be buildings which are primarily for the 
storage of vehicle equipment. 
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General Wausu. Mr. Chairman, we would be perfectly willing to 
leave that to the professional staff to work out, sir. 

Senator Cass. I do think Mr. Chairman, he has a point there you 
can evade it at the present time by buying two tracts of land. If you 
buy that, 100 percent of the cost of construction falls on the Federal 
Government. 

Chairman Russe.u. It seems to me it might have been determined 
administratively without us legislating on it, but we will have to deal 
with it when we go to mark up the bill if we do. 

Thank you, sir. 

General Watsx. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men. 

he amendments submitted by the National Guard Association of 
the United States are as follows:) 


NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C. 
Chere follows the amendments proposed by the National Guard Association 
of the United States to the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 830). 
These amendments are additions to H. R. 2107. The words excluded from the 


present language of the Act are indicated in brackets and the new language is 
italicized. <A brief analysis is attached. 

1. Amend subsection (b) of section 3 to read as follows: 

‘“(b) (1) contribute to any State such funds as he shall determine to be neces- 


sary to expand, rehabilitate or convert facilities owned by such State to the 
extent required for the joint utilization of such facilities; and 

’) contribute to any State such funds as he shal! determine to be necessary to 
expand, rehabilitate, alter or convert facilities owned by such State to the extent made 
necessary or to acquire, construct, expand, rehabilitate, alter or convert such additional 
facilities as he shall determine to have been made essential, by any conversion, re- 
de rat or reorg unization of a unit or units of the aoe National Guard of the 
United States or the Air National Guard of the United States 

2. Amend subsection (b) of section 4 to read as follows: 

“(b) No unit of the National Guard of the United States or the Air National 
Guard of the United States shall be withdrawn from any community or area, nor 
shall the location of any such unit be changed, pursuant to any authority conferred 
by this Act, until the governor of the State within which such unit is situated 
shall have been consulted [with regard] and consented to such withdrawal or 
change of location. 

3. Amend subsection (d) of section 4 to read as follows 

d) Each contribution made pursuant to section 3 (b) or 3 (c) of this Act 
shall be subject to such terms and conditions as the fh cakes of Defense, after 
consultation with the Armed Services Committees of the Congress, shall deem 
necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Act: Provided, That except as agreed 
at the time the contribution is made the ag ilities provided through contributions 
made pursuant to section 3 (b) 2 or 3 (e) of this Act shall be subject to joint 
utilization only to the extent deemed eoactie able by the State concerned. No 
contribution shall be made under section 3 (c) for and [facility] armory in an 
amount exceeding 75 per centum of the cost [or the additional or improved 
facilities to be constructed] thereof: And provided further, That for the purpose 
of such computation the amount to be contributed by any State shall be exclusive 
of the cost or market value of any real estate which may be contributed by the 
State concerned for the purposes of section 3 (c) of this Act.” 

+. Amend subsection (a) of section 7 to read as follows: 

‘(a) “facility”? includes any interest in land, any armory or other structure 
together with any improvement thereto [and any storage or other facility] 
normally required for the administration and training of any unit of any Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces of the United States, and the maintenance and 
storage of its equipment.” 


5. Insert a new subsection (b) in section 7 and redesignate present subsection 


(b) (c) and (d) as (e) (d) and (e) respectively. 
‘“(b) ‘Armory’ means a structure which houses and is used for the training and 
administrateon of a unit or units of a reserve component. All other structures and 


improvements pertaining to a facility as defined in subsection (a) shall be considered 
as nonarmory construction for the purposes of this act.”’ 
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6. Amend redesignated subsection (d) of section 7 to read as follows: 


(c) “Reserve component” [of the Armed Forces of the United States] shall 
include 
(1) rhe Army National Guard of the United States; 
2) The Air National Guard of the United States; 
3) The f Organized Reserve Corps] Army Reserve; 
(4) The [U nited States] Naval Reserve; 
(5) The [United States] Marine Corps Reserve 
(6) The [United States] Air Force Reserve; and 
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve 


ANALYSIS 


1. Present subsection (b) of section 3 is redesignated as (b 1) and a new sub- 


section (b) (2) added. The latter would permit construction of facilities made 
necessary by the conversion and redesignation of existing National Guard units 


at 100 percent Federal expense. 

2. Would amend present section 4 (b) to provide that no National Guard unit 
a be withdrawn from a State, nor its location changed without the consent of 
the Governor, 

3. Would amend present section 4 (d) to provide that facilities required and 
constructed as a result of conversion and redesignation of existing National Guard 
units as provided in new section 3 (b) (2) will be subject to joint utilization under 
the same conditions as apply to National Guard facilities constructed under 3 (¢ 
The further amendment to section 4 (d) will provide that nonarmory construction 
shall be excluded from the 75 percent restriction on Federal contributions toward 
State-owned facilities. 

4. Would amend the definition of ‘facility’? now contained in section 7 (a), 
deleting certain surplus words. 

5. Provides definitions of the words ‘‘armory’”’ and ‘‘nonarmory” as used 
the act. 

6. Redefines the reserve components, adopting the terminology of section 202, 
Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. 

Chairman Russet. The amendments as proposed here by the 
Depariment of Defense, have those amendments been cleared by the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Miron. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russetit. Do you know whether or not the Bureau has 
approved the amendments that have been suggested here by the 
National Guard Association this morning? 

Mr. Mixton. The bureau of the Budget has only cleared those 
that were submitted by the Department of Defense, sir. 

Chairman Russetut. Do you see any difference between the two 
amendments, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Mitton. No, sir; I do not. There is some change in phrase- 
ology. 

As I see these amendments, the first one that is proposed is absolute 
and positive we are going to accomplish the thing that we propose in 
the conversion of these units. The rest is a clarification of the lan- 
guage between 746, the National Defense Act of 1950, and this one. 

Chairman Russe.u. And you are satisfied with the amendments as 
suggested by the National Guard Association rather than the ones 
that you have proposed? 

Mr. Minton. I will buy that; yes, sir. And there is one pro- 
vision, however, the one that Defense has, -" was cleared by the 
Bure au of the Budget , and that is on page 1, the very last line. It 
says, ‘as approved ‘by the Secretary of Defense.”’ 

That is something that is not written into any of the other laws, 
and we would recommend that that be changed by the appropriate 
Secretary of the Department of the Ariny or the Air Force. 
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General Wausn. Mr. Chairman, that is very important. Up to 
this minute the sole authority for conversions has rested with the 
appropriate Secretary, and this would be changing the concept 
entirely. 

Obviously the authority for conversions within the Army should 
rest with the Secretary of the Army, and conversions in the Air Force 
should rest with the Secretary of the Air Force. 

Senator SALronstaLL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Chairman Russe.u. Certainly. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Milton, I would like to ask in the 
presence of General Walsh and the National Guard officials this 
question. 

You state that the Department of Defense now agrees to that 
amendment of not only consulting with the Governor, but the consent 
of the Governor, because the general will remember that thet was a 
stumbling block for almost 2 years in the drafting of this original bill. 

I happened to be a member of the subcommittee that worked out 
that language, and that was resisted by the Department of Defense 
right down to the last goal line so to speak, and it was finally agreed 
to with the word ‘‘consulted,’’ the Governor shoulda be consulted but he 
should not have the power of consent. Now do I understand clearly 
the Department of Defense agrees to that word ‘‘consent’’? 

Mr. Miuron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is correct? 

Mr. Miiron. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You see no objection now even though 
your predecessors did, to the fact that that would give to the governor 
of the State the power really to decide whether a certain unit which 
was now infantry we will say should be made into a tank or should be 
moved around into another location in the State or out of the State. 
That was a very highly contested point. 

Mr. Mitron. I know that, sir, but our relationship has been so 
harmonious that we have never had any difficulty. 

General Wausu. Mr. Chairman, may I say in reply to Senator 
Saltonstall that that has also been cleared by the Bureau of the 
Budget, so the language is now in exact accord with the language in 
section 60 of the National Defense Act. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And you will recall, General Walsh—lI think 
[ am correct in what I have just stated—about the highly controversial 
question regarding that language when the act was originally drawn? 

General Wausu. No question about that, Senator. 

Chairman Russex.u. Any further questions of any of these witnesses 
or any additional information desired by any member of the com- 
mittee? 

Senator Casn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know for the record 
that the adjutant general of South Dakota, General Arndt, was here 
for a great deal of the meeting this morning. He was here for most 
of the meeting, and I would like to report his presence. 

Chairman Russevu. We are delighted to have the adjutant general 
from South Dakota nere. 

I had the pleasure of meeting the adjutant general from South 
Carolina here a few moments ago. I know he is present. 

If there is no further testimony, the committee will go into executive 
session to deal with some nominations. 
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(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee continued in executive 
session after which it adjourned.) 
(The following statement received subsequent to the conclusion of 
the hearing is hereby made a part of the record: 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY CARL TP... Woopwarpb, PRESIDENT, | 
Rope IsLanp; CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMiTTEE. 
ASSOCIATION OF LAND-GRANT COLLEGES 


NIVERSITY OF 
BEHALF OF THE 
AND UNIVERSITIES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this statement is to bring to 
the attention of the committee and the Senate the fact that no provision is made 
in Federal legislation for aid in construction of facilities for the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps, and to urge that such provision be made either by amendment 


to the Reserve facilities bill (H. R. 2107 and S. 795) or by separate legislation. 
The Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities is composed of 70 
colleges and universities located in all the States, Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 


Rico. Recommendations for aid in providing Reserve officer training facilities 
have been repeatedly approved by the full membership of the association at 
annual meetings. Member institutions of the association provided, between 
World War I and World War I], from 50 to 70 percent, on an annual basis, of 
all Reserve officers for the Army and Air Force and substantial numbers for the 
Navv and Marine Corp 

Members of the association believe that Federal provision for aid in construction 
of Reserve and National Guard facilities is sound and justified because of the 
national purpose served by these Reserve components. They believe that the 
training of Reserve officers in colleges and universities serves the same national 
purpose, and that national assistance in provision of proper facilities for this 
training is equally justified. The Navy, in its establishment of its present 
ROTC program in 1946, agreed to support the enactment of Federal legislation 
to aid in defraying the cost of necessary facilities. The case for such support by 
the Army and ‘Air Force rests on substantially the same basis. As late as 1952 
the three armed ser. ices agreed on the desirability and form of such legislation, 
and were authorized by the Department of Defense to present it to the Bureau 
of the Budget for approval. The Bureau of the Budget declined to grant approval 
at that time because of various considerations. Since that time the Department 
of Defense has taken no further initiative known to us, while the ability of the 
colleges and universities to provide adequate facilities for military training has 
steadily worsened. 

At present the armed services provide necessary military instructors, equip- 
ment, and uniforms. Nearly all the other costs of ROTC training are provided 
by the colleges at which units are located. This includes office space, classrooms, 
drill halls, and fields, rifle ranges, storage space, secretarial help, all overhead costs 
of building and grounds custody and maintenance. ‘‘Storage’’ includes not only 
space for the safekeepirg and issuance of uniforms, books, individual military 
equipment, ete., but also the proper housing of many large and expensive items 
of military equipment. ‘Classrooms and drill halls’? include all the kinds of 
facilities for instruction in the use of modern military equipment necessary under 
the indoor conditions under which most colleges and universities must operate 
during a substantial portion of the year. 

Both the military departments and the colleges naturally desire that facilities 
for ROTC instruction be on a par with those of other college and university 
teaching facilities. The nature of ROTC instruction, including numbers of men 
involved at one time, varieties of military equipment involved, etc., makes proper 
facilities a matter of substantial cost, comparable to needs of National Guard and 
Reserve units of equal size. 

It is doubtful if the public generally realizes the situation of the colleges and 
universities with respect to facilities. Many institutions, both public and private, 
did little building during the decade 1930-40 because of general conditions. 
Building was at a standstill because of World War II from 1941 to 1945, and from 
1945-50 available resources were concentrated largely on providing temporary 
buildings and instructional staff for the World War II ‘‘GI bulge.’”’ The Korean 
war brought another interruption, gradually lifted, in building activities. Mean- 
while, college enrollments leveled off after the post-World War II “GI bulge” at 
50 percent above prewar figures. For the past 2 years enrollments have been 
increasing, and last fall reached a new all-time high in excess of the post-World 
War II peak. Thus all the available resources cf the colleges and universities in 
recent vears have had to be devoted to making plants which were inadequate in 
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1930 care for the present much larger student body, without provision for the great 
increases in demand in the next decade when the rising birthrate of the 1940’s has 
its impact at the college and university level. 

It is in this context that the problem of providing adequate ROTC facilities 
must be considered by the authorities of both publicly and privately supported 
colleges and universities. It has always been difficult, and becomes increasingly 
so, to convince State legislative authorities, or donors to private colleges, that 
they should provide wholly for the cost of facilities for training for a common 
national defense p'rnose. 

The attached le islation, as prepared within the Department of Defense some 
years ago, provides: (1) that the national contribution to the cost of ROTC 
facilities shall not exceed the contribution of the institution and that all costs of 
maintenance and upkeep will continue to be borne by the institution; (2) that any 
aid in excess of $150,000 on behalf of any one service must be justified by a formula 
based on average annual ROTC enrollment at the institution over a period of 
years; (3) that where more than one service maintains an ROTC unit at an in- 
stitution there must be advance agreement on the aid to be given and on the use 
of the facilities; (4) limits aid to buildings constructed or remodeled for ROTC 
use since January 1, 1945, which covers the period since the establishment of the 
present Naval ROTC program. 

We have no firm estimate on the cost of the proposed program, but on the basis 
of information at hand estimate that an authorization limited to not more than 
$100 million for the total program would be adequate, and is fully justified as 
the national contribution to a program which provides almost all the Reserve 
officers and a substantial portion of the Regular officers for the National Defense 
establishment. 

The proposed legislation is as follows: 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Air Force to make grants to certain educational institutions for the construction of military and naval 
science buildings, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of 
the Navy, and the Secretary of the Air Force are hereby severally authorized to 
make grants of moneys, to educational institutions, exclusive of high schools and 
preparatory schools, at which Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, Naval Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps, and Air Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units now exist 
or may hereafter be established, to defray a portion of the costs of construction 
of a permanent building, or buildings, or altering, remodeling and enlarging an 
existing building, or buildings, for use as a military science building, or a naval 
science building, or for the use thereof as a military and naval science building, 
at each such institution, in order to provide space for instruction in military or 
naval science, including space for Army, Navy, and Air Force personnel, and 
security and housing for military and naval instruction equipment. 

Sec. 2. The grants of moneys provided for in section 1 of this Act shall not.exceed 
a total of $150,000 to any one institution, except that institutions where Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps units, Naval Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units, 
and Air Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units, or units of any two of the afore- 
mentioned corps, are located, or may hereafter be established, may receive such 
amounts of money from each department concerned: Provided, That the limitation 
herein provided may be increased by $200 for each member of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps, the Naval Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, or the Air Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps, as the case may be, in excess of 300 enrolled at any 
institution which shall be a recipient of the grant or grants provided by this Act, 
during any period of three consecutive vears prior to the effective date of such 
grant or grants as prescribed by the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the 
Navy, or the Secretary of the Air Force, but in no event shall grants of moneys 
exceed one-half the cost of constructing such new buildings or the cost of altering, 
remodeling, or enlarging existing buildings: Provided further, That such limitation 
shall be exclusive of the cost of installation of Government-owned instructional 
equipment and material. 

Sec. 3. Any institution which prior to the date of the enactment of this Act 
has completed or contracted for a military or naval science building, or buildings, 
may receive such grants or be otherwise reimbursed, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this Act, as the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, or 
the Secretary of the Air Force may determine: Provided, That no grants shall be 
made pursuant to this section for any buildings which were constructed, or in the 
process of construction, prior to January 1, 1945: Provided further, That such 
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buildings shall meet the joint or individual requirements and specifications of the 
Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, or the Secretary 
of the Air Force, as the case may be, shall enter into appropriate agreements 
with the recipients of the grants or moneys to be made under the provisions of 
this Act, which agreements shall include stipulations concerning the uses of the 
moneys so granted, the maintenance of the buildings so constructed, altered, 
remodeled, or enlarged, the uses thereof, jointly or severally, by the Departments 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and the uses thereof by the grantee: Provided, 
That such agreements shall provide that all costs and expenses incident to the 
maintenance, repair, or upkeep of the buildings so constructed, altered, remodeled, 
or enlarged shall be borne by the grantee. 

Sec. 5. The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force are authorized to 
prescribe, jointly or severally, such rules and regulations as may be necessary to 
effectuate the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to effectuate 
the purposes of this Act. 


x 








